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Introduction to overview of national and international practice
In the second half of 2005, the Authority executive undertook a review of national and international practice concerning the external review of quality assurance agencies and accreditation agencies or bodies with a substantial role in these areas in higher education. The purpose of the review was to inform the preparations for the review by the Authority of the performance by the Higher Education and Training Awards Council (HETAC) of its functions. 
The review is presented in three parts. Part I concerns international practice in higher education. It describes review arrangements, examples of reviews undertaken or planned and provides an overview of international guidelines and European standards and procedures for reviews of quality assurance agencies. Part II addresses the public policy context in Ireland and the higher education context of quality assurance review. It gives examples of agency reviews and recent specific reviews of quality assurance arrangements in higher education. While the latter do not concern quality assurance agencies as such, the process and methodologies followed can usefully inform preparations for the review of HETAC.
Part II draws together the main features and issues that arise in reviews, particularly of quality assurance agencies in higher education, as well as the main steps that are generally followed.

Part I
International practice concerning the external review of agencies with a substantial role in quality assurance in higher education 
Introduction
Part I below sets out examples of arrangements and external reviews of accreditation bodies and agencies in higher education that have a substantial role in quality assurance. The aim of the note is to document approaches to reviews, identify key steps in the review process and, where indicated in the reviews themselves or in commentaries on them, general issues that are pertinent to any review of agencies with a substantive quality assurance role. An attempt has been made to give examples of agency reviews undertaken in Europe and internationally and to include some which are currently being reviewed with reference to international standards and guidelines. A note on the United States describes its tradition of systematic review of accreditation bodies in higher education – elsewhere the practice is less well-established. This section also sets out international guidelines and European standards for the review of quality assurance agencies which have been recently adopted.
This review does not address on-going reviews or preparations for such by the relevant accreditation/quality assurance bodies in Chile, South Africa, Portugal and Germany (ACQUIN). The note is based on published documentation and where available, published commentaries. No judgement of the review processes followed is implied or attempted here. 
The following international agencies and reviews are covered: 
· Denmark 
- The Danish Evaluation Institute

· Australia 
- Australian Universities Quality Agency

· Hungary 
- Hungarian Accreditation Committee 

· New Zealand 
- The New Zealand Universities Academic Audit Unit, New 


   Zealand Qualifications Authority and Education Sector Review
· United Kingdom - Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education
· Hong Kong 
- Teaching and Learning Quality Process Review

· South Africa 
-  Certification Council for Technikon Education (SERTEC) and 


the Quality Promotion Unit, Higher Education Quality Committee

· United States 
- accreditation and recognition arrangements 
Denmark - The Danish Evaluation Institute, EVA
The Danish Evaluation Institute (EVA) has the primary role of initiating and conducting evaluations of education from primary school and youth education to higher education and adult and post-graduate education. The forerunner to EVA was the Danish Centre for Quality Assurance and Evaluation of Higher Education which was externally evaluated in 1998 (see appendix 1). The evaluations cover public and private educational bodies who are subsidised by the state. The Institute is currently (2005) undergoing an external evaluation from February to September 2005. The evaluation was decided upon by the EVA Board. The objective of the evaluation is to show whether EVA has the appropriate strategies, processes and methods to support its objectives and to assess whether they lead to the anticipated results, both for EVA and for its constituents. The evaluation will assess the three key areas of EVA’s evaluation, knowledge-centre and revenue-generating activities. 

External evaluation of EVA, 2005

The terms of reference for the evaluation were drawn up by EVA in consultation with the two relevant Ministries - the Ministry for Education and the Ministry for Science, Technology and Innovation. 

The terms of reference for the evaluation set out three key objectives:

· the extent to which EVA fulfils its own objectives and purposes including those set out in legislation

· the extent to which EVA fulfils the European standards for external quality assurance agencies proposed by ENQA
· the ‘fitness for purpose’ of the overall organisation, work processes and methods of EVA. 

Role of the Secretariat

At an early stage, EVA considered that, as it had initiated the review, it was important for reasons of credibility and legitimacy that the evaluation process would be organised by an external Secretariat. It requested its Swedish partner organisation, the Hogskoleverket, to act as external secretariat. It was assigned the task of completing the review in Spring 2005 and expected to finalise its report by September 2005. The decision by EVA to choose a Scandinavian agency to act as Secretariat was motivated by the familiarity of that agency with the context within which EVA operates and with its activities, and its ability to operate with ease in the Danish or Swedish language.

The role of the secretariat is to appoint the expert panel, organise site visits and prepare the evaluation report. The panel was chosen on the basis of suggestions made by EVA for its composition. It was underlined by EVA that the Chair of the panel should be a person of high standing in Denmark. The composition of the panel was to reflect the overall profile of EVA, its stakeholders and objectives. 

Methodology for evaluation

The panel chose its own methodology for the evaluation. A self-evaluation report was completed by EVA, a four-day site visit was undertaken by the panel and a draft report completed by the panel was sent for comment to EVA before finalisation by the panel. The EVA Board returned comments. The two relevant Ministries were presented with the draft panel report as part of the process and commented on it directly to the Secretariat. The panel decided on who it wished to interview. Supplementary written documentation was also provided by EVA. This included results from its own surveys of stakeholders. Those who were interviewed included representatives of stakeholders, chairs of schools and institutions as well as chairs of assessor panels used by EVA in its evaluation activities. 

Evaluation Report and follow up process

The final report of the external panel was completed by the end of September 2005. In line with the processes used by EVA itself with respect to its own evaluations, the external panel report and the self-evaluation conducted by EVA were published in full. A brief summary of the panel report was also published on the ENQA website.
 The report will be considered by EVA in a special in-house seminar and follow-up action will be agreed by it and the Board. Again, in line with internal evaluation processes, a follow-up plan will be published within 6 months of the finalisation of the evaluation report. There is no requirement in Danish legislation or practice for evaluation reports of this nature to be formally agreed by the agency reviewed – agreement does not arise. It is also likely that the Ministries concerned will consider the findings of the evaluation report and take them into account in a restructuring exercise that is expected to take place within the ministries.
Comments on the process
One of the key concerns that EVA had in undertaking the external evaluation was that it would have credibility and legitimacy within Denmark. The main purpose of the review is to assess the extent to which EVA fulfils its own objectives. The choice of the Chair of the panel was therefore critical. It was deemed necessary that the Chair should understand the Danish education system, the context and setting in which EVA operates and would have high regard within the education system. The panel was made up of five independent persons. It included persons with an expertise in education and covering the broad areas in which EVA operates.
 It was not a high priority for other external stakeholders, such as those representing business, to be included in the panel. 

Australia – Australian Universities Quality Agency

The Australian Universities Quality Agency was established in 2000 and became operational in July 2001. The role of the AUQA is to oversee audits of quality assurance arrangements relating to Australian universities, other self-accrediting institutions and state and territory higher education accreditation bodies. It monitors, reviews, analyses and provides public reports on these quality assurance arrangements and their impact on the quality of programme. It also reports on the criteria for the accreditation of new universities and non-university higher education courses. It reports on the relevant standards of the Australian higher education system and its quality assurance processes, including their international standing. In addition, the AUQA undertakes quality-enhancement activities.

The AUQA audits Australian universities and other self-accrediting institutions and the state accreditation agencies in a five-year cycle. The first cycle will come to an end in mid 2007.

External review of the AUQA, 2005

As the first cycle of the AUQA audits will come to an end in mid 2007, the AUQA has commissioned an external review of its operations since 2001. The review is an important element of its internal quality assurance process and is intended to inform discussions concerning the second cycle of AUQA audits. The terms of reference and methodology for the AUQA were approved by the AUQA board in November 2004.

Terms of reference

The review will investigate:
1. The extent to which the AUQA is achieving its objects

2. The extent to which the AUQA is achieving its vision
3. The extent to which the AUQA complies with the INQAAHE code of practice.

The review will evaluate processes used by the AUQA under each of these headings and put forward suggestions for improvement. The review may also comment on the objects, mission, vision, values and constitution of the AUQA and make suggestions for revision. The review may also comment on future possible activities, including the nature of and in arrangements for the second cycle of audits.

The review panel will consist of members from Australia and overseas; two heads of quality assurance agencies from outside Australia, one Australian vice-chancellor, one head of an Australian accrediting agency, and one person from industry. The review will be administered by a secretariat which will be selected by tender organised by the AUQA.

Secretariat 
The role of the secretariat is to liaise with the AUQA and the panel chair, to recruit the five panel members on the basis of an approved long list drawn up by the AUQA board and to make any travel and other arrangements to facilitate the work of the review panel. It will draft the review report on behalf of the panel. No member of the secretariat will be a member of the review panel. The decision to appoint an external secretariat for the review panel reflects a concern to ensure objective, independent and thorough organisation and implementation of the review, in particular as the review is conducted by the agency itself rather than an external authority.

Methodology

The review process is to be similar to the audit process carried out by the AUQA itself. It will focus on fitness for purpose in terms of the AUQA’s objectives and the extent to which it addresses steps in the audit cycle. The AUQA will undertake a self-review as part of the process. The panel is expected to investigate as it wishes but the investigation should include a wide call for submissions. It is expected to convene and carry out interviews. It is expected to conduct a site visit of the AUQA and interview its board, staff, auditees and others. 

The schedule for the review foresees completion of the AUQA self-review by the end of November 2005, following which the external review will begin. The draft report of the review will be carried out following a site visit to the AUQA by the external review panel. The AUQA will comment on the draft report following which the report will be completed and submitted to the AUQA board. The external review report is expected to be published in May 2006, following completion of the process and decisions on follow up will be taken by the AUQA board and its staff in July 2006. 
Hungary - Hungarian Accreditation Committee 

The Hungarian Accreditation Committee was externally evaluated in 1999/2000. At that time, it had almost completed the first round of institutional accreditation (89 institutions) and programme evaluations. The evaluation was commissioned by the Board of the Committee itself and funded by the World Bank as a component of a Higher Education Reform Project in Hungary. Six organisations were invited to submit proposals for the project and the contract for the project was awarded to an international panel of experts brought together by the CRE (The Association of European Universities).  This was a comprehensive and intensive evaluation of the Committee.
 

Terms of Reference for the Evaluation

The scope of the evaluation addressed all of the objectives and operations of the Hungarian Accreditation Committee (HAC) in the areas of institutional and faculty accreditation, evaluation of new programmes, approval of Doctoral programmes and quality assurance. It also was requested to look at ways in which the current system of accreditation might be approved and developed into a national quality assurance system. The terms of reference set out the issues that the panel was expected to address at a minimum. 

It was requested to investigate and report on any matter pertaining to the effective and efficient functioning of the HAC and its impact on the quality of education and research provided by higher education institutions in Hungary. The mandate was to: 

· explore how the aims and functions as set out in legislation of the HAC are appropriate for the next decade, the integration process of higher education institutions, the aims of the Ministry of Education and the higher education institutions. 

· examine the roles, functions and effectiveness of the HAC and its sub-committees 

· examine the effectiveness of processes of evaluation and their impact on higher education institutions and stakeholders and what improvements can be made. 

· examine the procedures and practices followed in the evaluation processes undertaken by the HAC 

· examine the effectiveness of the processes used by the HAC and how they might be improved.  

The panel was expected to obtain the views of stakeholders in the review process. It was also expected to take account of the overall aims of the higher education reform project in its references to the HAC. In practice, different expectations were raised about the outcomes of the evaluation and the range of issues that it was to cover. The panel interpreted the terms of reference as a wide mandate not only to review and assess the present and past activities of the HAC but also to analyse its objectives in the context of a changing national higher education scene. It examined, for example, whether accreditation was still the most appropriate approach or whether it should be replaced by other procedures. It drew on national and international trends in higher education policy and quality assurance in order to contextualise the discussion about the HAC’s objectives. 

Evaluation Panel

The panel comprised four members plus a Chair which had expertise in evaluation/quality assurance, with both European and U.S. representation. A rapporteur and project co-ordinator was appointed by the CRE. 

The panel had three visits to Hungary: a preliminary visit to discuss the draft self evaluation report; a main visit to the HAC and institutions, and a final visit to discuss the draft external evaluation report. A follow up visit and review had been planned but was later cancelled due to lack of finances. The panel devoted about 80 expert days to the visits. The fact that the review panel was made up totally of external members was a factor in the need for so many visits. 
Methodology 

A self-evaluation report was carried out by the HAC. The HAC also provided substantial documentation to the panel. The results of user and stakeholder surveys were made available to the panel by the HAC and tailored questionnaires were developed for all the higher education institutions which the HAC worked with. 

The panel carried out interviews over a four month period with the main users of the accreditation system and members of the HAC committee, its secretariat and international advisory board, and other stakeholders. These interviews were carried out following the completion of the HAC’s self-evaluation report. Visits took place to institutions that underwent accreditation and discussions were held with a wide range of bodies including the Ministry of Education. 

A draft report was presented to the HAC for comment and discussion. A final draft report was provided to the HAC and discussed with it prior to completion. 

The panel based its review primarily on a ‘fitness for purpose’ approach to quality. It based its work on four key questions: 

1. What is the HAC trying to do

2. How has the HAC tried to do it

3. How does the HAC know that it worked : what evidence did it have 

4. How did the HAC change in order to improve its effectiveness. 

Publication and follow-up to evaluation report

The report of the Panel and the self-evaluation report by the HAC were published as was a statement by the HAC concerning the external evaluation. The HAC in its statement noted that this was the first such in depth evaluation of a quality assurance agency in higher education. It noted that some of the recommendations made by the panel had already begun to be implemented by the HAC and were addressed in the evaluation process. It urged that the new HAC, which was to be established, to examine the report and use the following recommendations as they see fit.

Comments on the process

The panel addressed a number of conceptual issues including the definition of what was meant by ‘purpose’ with respect to the HAC and what was understood by the concepts of accreditation and quality assurance. The panel looked at whether existing procedures were effective in relation to the stated formal functions and tasks of the HAC. It also sought to establish whether the HAC had obtained the objectives of promoting high standards in higher education and whether the aims and procedures of the HAC were still appropriate to meeting the new needs and demands of the Hungarian higher education system. 

Szanto (2001) notes that the evaluation process was beneficial to the HAC and argued that a number of considerations might inform similar evaluation processes:

· the terms of reference must be clear to all relevant stakeholders in the process

· the self evaluation report is critical – it should address strengths, weaknesses in detail, be evidence-based and meet the expectations of the panel

· as a ‘meta-evaluation’, the evaluation panel must have a good understanding of the overall work, practices and procedures of the agency.

· The national and international context is an important element of the work

· The evaluation process involves much time, effort, tolerance and mutual understanding.

New Zealand 
a) The New Zealand Universities Academic Audit Unit 

The New Zealand Universities Academic Audit Unit (AAU) was set up by the New Zealand Vice Chancellor’s Committee (NZVCC)
 in 1993 as an independent body to advise on and carry out audits of quality assurance and quality enhancement of universities.
 The NZVCC establishes terms of reference for the AAU and is consulted on any change in those terms. It also appoints the AAU Board, approves the budget of the AAU and arranges payment of university subscriptions. Regular meetings are held at a high level between the NZVCC and the AAU. The AAU is a member of the International Network of Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (INQAAHE).
The AAU has been reviewed twice (in 1997 and in 2001) by independent review panels. The first review was one of the first carried out of an agency like the unit. In each case, the reviews examined the role and the critical success factors set out by the AAU for itself.

The 1997 review of the New Zealand Universities Academic Audit Unit
 

The AAU began its operations in 1994 with pilot audits followed by a first cycle of institutional audits. Following this first cycle, the AAU was to advise on next steps and its Board believed that it would be appropriate to review the AAU’s own operations in advance of this. This review, carried out in 1997, would be independent and be carried out by a panel whose composition was analogous to that of AAU audit panels.  Meade and Woodhouse (2000) state that the Panel chose a methodology which could provide robust evidence for review outcomes, ranging from a validation of the AAU’s work to a recommendation for its continuance.  
Terms of reference 
The terms of reference were to: 

1. investigate and report on whether the AAU has successfully met the terms of reference for its operation and the critical success factors identified by the Board (see appendix 2). 

2. investigate and report on the AAU’s effect on the universities. 

3. investigate and report on the AAU’s effects more generally 

4. recommend any changes or improvements in the Audit process 

5. provide comment on the terms of reference of the AAU and the composition of the board of the AAU including comment on possible future activities, structures or goals for the AAU. 

The review panel was made up of four external reviewers (coming from inside and outside academia, and within and outside New Zealand). 

Methodology 

At the time, there was little international practice with respect to reviews of quality assurance agencies so the review panel had little previous research to draw upon. The review panel invited submissions from the public and from specific stake holders. It received submissions from all seven New Zealand universities, members of staff, student associations, representatives of professional societies, senior staff from the Association of University Staff and the Public Services Association and from the New Zealand Qualifications Authority and the Ministry of Education. The review panel interviewed key stakeholders over a day in order to validate the material provided and to seek further details. The review panel also interviewed representatives from Staff Associations across New Zealand. 

Findings of the Review 

The review panel commented on the following key issues (Meade and Woodhouse, 2000): 

1. Independent membership of the AAU Board 

2. The AAU’s terms of reference and critical success factors 

3. The scope of audit and self-audit emphasis 

4. The audit manual produced by the AAU 

5. Audit visits conducted by the AAU 

6. Audit reports completed by the AAU
7. Audit follow-up. 

The review panel commented on each of these issues. The review panel made 41 recommendations to the AAU board. Some of these related to decisions or actions that are the responsibility of the NZVCC rather than the AAU. The main recommendations were: confirmation that the AAU is an integral part of the New Zealand university system, strengthening the focus on the outcomes of the processes being audited, strengthening procedures for follow up of audit reports and implementation of their recommendations, increasing the resources provided to the AAU for its education and quality enhancement roles, planning for three short audit cycles to focus on a small number of themes before returning to a comprehensive audit in the subsequent cycle. 

Outcome of the review process

The NZVCC accepted the review panel recommendations and agreed that universities will continue to fund the AAU until at least 2005. Changes were made to the next two cycles of audits with a focus on themes for audit. The terms of reference for the AAU were also amended to reflect the main findings of the review. Meade and Woodhouse (2000) concluded that the review showed that the AAU has been effective in achieving the aims set for it and that the procedures developed by the AAU have been a major stimulus for the introduction of effective quality systems in the universities. They note that it raised two concerns. First, awareness of the AAU has not penetrated deeply to the average academic or student. Second, the review panel found that the AAU should not adopt a policing and compliance role but that the universities will need to take primary responsibility for the follow up to audit report recommendations.

Review of the New Zealand Universities Academic Audit Unit, 2001 

The decision to review the AAU in 2001 reflected the fact that it was nearing the end of the second cycle of (university) audits. It was intended that the review would inform the next phase of its work. As with the previous review, the emphasis was on seeking university feedback. The AAU itself undertook a self-evaluation as part of the review.

Terms of reference

The terms of reference for the review were broadly to:

1. investigate and report on whether the AAU has successfully met the terms of reference of the NZVCC and the critical success factors identified by the AAU board.   
2. investigate and report on the AAU’s effect on the universities 

3. investigate and report on the AAU’s effects generally

4. recommend any changes or improvements in the audit process 

5. provide comments on the terms of reference of the AAU and the composition of the board including comment on possible teacher activities, structures or goals for the AAU. 
The review panel consisted of four persons drawn from universities (two national and one international) and the New Zealand business excellence foundation. External administrative support was provided to the panel. 
Methodology 

The AAU completed a self-review for the panel. The panel invited submissions from 109 individuals and organisations from which 30 were received. The panel also devised a ‘value’ survey which was circulated to all universities. The panel held a preliminary meeting over one day and a two day meeting at which key people were interviewed from major stakeholders. Following this, a draft report was prepared and sent to the Chair of the AAU board and the former director and present acting director of the AAU for comment on accuracy. The final report was then prepared. It was published in October 2001. 

Report and Findings 

The review report sets out the main achievements of the AAU, the context within which it operates (legal and educational) and the key issues facing the AAU. Amongst the issues covered were the question of whether there should be a single over arching quality body for tertiary education, the independence of the AAU, its relationship with other bodies, the international dimension of its work, types of audit systems and outcomes, compliance and the future development role of the AAU. The public profile of the AAU was also commented on as was the membership and governance of the AAU Board. The audit process was also reviewed by the panel. 

The panel found that the AAU played a key role in quality assurance in universities since its inception in 1993 and that, in recent years, significant developments in quality enhancement. A total of 18 recommendations were made by the review panel. These included recommendations to the AAU to extend cooperation with relevant quality assurance agencies within tertiary education and beyond it. The recommendations also set out that here should be an extension of the focus of audit to include some attention to outcomes as well as systems, changes to the AAU Board, extended cover of the audit process. It noted some concerns concerning audit panels. Overall, the review panel found that the quality of tertiary education has been significantly strengthened by the AAU system, and considers that the universities and the AAU are now ready to move to the next stage of continuous improvement where the emphasis is on more self-review by the individual universities, with the AAU validating their systems and having an extended developmental role. The latter includes engagement with measures to improve quality processes and mechanisms to improve feedback and learning from the audit process into the universities system as a whole. 
Follow-up to the Review

The review report was considered by the AAU Board which adopted its official response in July 2002. This followed internal discussions and meetings between the Director of the AAU and the universities to discuss the issues raised in the report. It broadly welcomed the report and accepted most of its recommendations with exception to those concerning the constitution of the Board and composition of audit panels. The rest of the recommendations have been and continue to be acted upon. The Board has since reviewed the implementation of the recommendations. The New Zealand Vice-Chancellors’ Committee also responded to the report. There was general acceptance of the report by it and by the universities. The universities’ experience of audit fatigue and wish for time to implement the main findings of audits was reflected in the report. The main findings of the review informed planning for the next phase of the AAU’s work and fed into its Planning Document 2002-2006 covering the third cycle of audits.

b) New Zealand Qualifications Authority

The NZQA was set up in 1990 with a key role to oversee qualifications in secondary and post-school education and training. One of its core areas of work is the development of a national qualifications framework. It oversees the setting of standards for secondary and post-school education and training qualifications within the National Framework of Qualifications. It accredits and audits education and training providers (except universities); approves and accredits all non-university degrees, national qualifications and qualifications offered by private training establishments, government training establishments and wananga (Maori training establishments); audits the quality assurance activities of industry training organisations; overviews moderation procedures with respect to nationally provided courses. It administers senior secondary assessment and examinations. The NZQA also evaluates/recognises overseas qualifications.

The NZQA works with the New Zealand Vice-Chancellors’ Committee on issues concerning university qualifications (the latter approves all university qualifications). The Authority operates the New Zealand Register of Quality Assured Qualifications, which includes all quality assured qualifications including both university qualifications and those in the Framework. The Register policy was approved in 2001 and implementation began in 2003.  This is expected to be fully operational by 2006. 

Quality assurance

The Authority has primary responsibility of quality assurance in respect of non-university tertiary institutions. This involves registration, course approval, accreditation and quality auditing of providers. The New Zealand Vice-Chancellors’ Committee has responsibility for quality assurance in the university sector. The Authority has the power to delegate authority for course and provider approval to a body established by institutions or a class of institutions other than universities. The Institutes of Technology and Polytechnics in New Zealand (ITPNZ) established the Institutes of Technology and Polytechnics Quality (ITP Quality) as the quality assurance body for the ITP sector. ITP Quality has been delegated authority from the NZQA to approve qualifications up to degree (excluding higher degrees).
 

The Approvals, Accreditation and Audit Group (AAA) of the Qualifications Authority has also been delegated authority in respect of courses and qualifications in wananga, secondary schools, industry and the private and government sector, as well as degrees outside universities.
  Degrees are still subject to Board approval as are all higher degrees.  The role of the AAA is distinct from that of the policy setting and development functions of the Authority and it is subject to the same audit as any other entity with delegated authority from the Board of NZQA.

The NZQA has responsibility for auditing bodies with delegated authority for quality assurance. This is carried out by external audit panels. They are audited on the basis of nine standards covering:

· legislative requirements

· quality management system requirements

· quality assurance functions, including registration (where appropriate), course approval, accreditation and associated supporting processes, including monitoring and audit.

To-date, three rounds of external audit have been carried out, the third round against the audit standards.  A full review of the audit standards and process is in progress. The process is based on risk management, or quality improvement, or both of these approaches. It also considers any follow-up action arising from the previous audit. In addition, audits may be triggered by significant risks such as unresolved complaints or information that requires the Authority to seek assurance that the delegated powers and functions are being exercised appropriately and to the expected standard.

NZQA audits focus on improvement, effectiveness and compliance with respect to the nine standards and any conditions set out in the letter of delegation from the Authority to the body in question. In addition, the government may from time to time require the Authority to seek assurance or apply greeter rigour in quality assurance relating to the implementation of government educational strategies, goals and objectives and other major education sector initiatives.
  

The Qualifications Authority is a member of INQAAHE and of the Asia Pacific Quality Network.

Audit process for quality assurance bodies with delegated authority

Details concerning the scope and process of audit are set out in an audit manual prepared by the NZQA. The main elements are set out here. The scope of audit is set out in an engagement letter to the quality assurance body, following an initial visit by the Authority. The letter could include reference to the scope of audit, timeframe of activities to be audited, proposed audit panel members and request for self-review documentation and report and list of information required by the panel.

The external panel, comprising experts in the field and chaired by the Group Manager, Board Services and Audit of the NZQA or an external panel chair, undertakes a risk assessment which assists in developing the audit plan/approach. The quality assurance body prepares a self-review report. Individual panel members may carry out specific aspects of the audit, by appropriate means including interviews with staff in the quality assurance body and external experts/independent sources and documentation review. A site visit is also carried out and the quality assurance body is briefed after it concludes and presented with preliminary findings.

The audit panel prepares a draft report, which is sent to the quality assurance body for comment and review within 20 working days. Any changes must be agreed by the audit panel which submits its final report to the Audit and Finance Committee of the NZQA. It considers the report and sends the report and recommendations to the NQZA Board. The Board considers these and the report, when accepted, is forwarded to the quality assurance body. It is required to respond to the report and its requirements or recommendations within a specific time period. This response is reviewed by the relevant unit within the NZQA (Board Services and Audit group) which is responsible for dealing with any corrective action that might be needed to tackle non-compliance. The audit panel may be reconvened to follow up on progress with corrective actions.

All documentation concerning the audit including the report, recommendations and response are filed with the Authority and, later, archived. This material is confidential and has not been published to date.  The last round of audits was considered to be pilot audits against the newly developed standards.  It is intended that the next series of audit reports or a summary of the report against the revised standards will be published.

As well as audits, the activities of quality assurance bodies are monitored.  ITP Quality is required to provide an annual report to NZQA on its quality assurance activities.

Review arrangements concerning the NZQA

There is no specific legislative provision for reviews of the Authority. It operates a number of reporting arrangements with regard to the Ministry of Education. The Authority’s Statements of Intent sets out its strategic direction, objectives, targets and how it contributes to government policy over a specific time period. Its current Statement of Intent (2005-2008) refers to a clearer communication of its goals and purpose and changes in organisational structure to reflect the outcomes of external reviews (see below). The Authority reports on its business to the Ministry on a quarterly basis on its performance against the outputs and outcomes in the Authority’s Statement of Intent.

The Tertiary Monitoring and Advisory Unit of the Ministry monitors the Authority on behalf of the Minister. The Minister can issue directions and review the operations and performance of the Authority and can have a close role in its strategic direction. For example, NZQA policies concerning secondary education – evaluation, assessment and certification of achievement – must be approved by the Ministry of Education.

The Qualifications Authority is audited annually by Audit New Zealand on behalf of the Office of the Controller and Auditor General.  A report is prepared for the Education and Science Select Committee.  NZQA is called to appear before the Committee to answer questions about its activities at least annually. 

At various points since 1990, the role of the NZQA has been re-considered within the context of, in particular, the strategic direction of tertiary education and quality arrangements
 and overall distribution of responsibilities for education. There have been many significant changes in the overall governance of the education sector since the 1990s and tension about the boundaries of the roles of different agencies in education, including that of the NZQA.
 The implementation of a single qualifications framework was controversial and in 2004 there were considerable difficulties surrounding the NCEA and Scholarship Examinations. The conduct of these examinations and the performance of the NZQA in respect of school examinations was the subject of major review in 2005.

In 1996, the NZQA itself commissioned a confidential internal review of its activities and strategic direction. In 2005, the State Services Commission conducted a review of the education sector which included a review of the Authority.

c) Education Sector Review, 2005 

In February 2005, the New Zealand government initiated a review of the Ministry of Education, the Tertiary Education Commission (TEC) and the NZQA. This took place against a background of a period of rapid and sustained change across the education system and difficulties concerning examinations, funding and governance issues involving the three bodies. The changes included policy change (funding, qualifications and assessment); structures (establishment of the Tertiary Education Commission, 2003); rapid growth in student numbers and the international dimension. With respect to the NAQA, there was also significant turnover of membership at the board and senior executive levels.
 The review was prompted by concerns about quality, confidence and leadership. The objective of the review was to:

· Review the machinery of government and governance arrangements for education sector agencies

· Make recommendations on what further work or review is needed in order to restore/build confidence in the sector, particularly around issues of quality.

The chief executives of the State Services Commission, the Secretary to the Treasury, and the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet were directed to carry out the review. They were to form a judgement and recommend further work on the machinery of government and governance arrangements for the three agencies in the years to come. The focus of the review was to be on current issues and their underlying causes, and the application of policy by the agencies rather than policy effectiveness. It was not intended to be a comprehensive performance or efficiency review.

The review was presented to the Prime Minister, Minister of Finance, Minister of State Services and Minister of Education and published in June 2005.

Methodology 

Similar sectoral reviews had been carried out in the previous two years by the State Services Commission, with the main objective of improving ‘all-of-government’ effectiveness.  The terms of reference for the review were agreed by the government in March 2005. The short timeframe (three months) for completion of the review precluded widespread consultation. The reviewers were directed to engage with education agencies and some schools and tertiary organisations. The Departments of the Prime Minister and Cabinet and the Treasury were consulted. The review team met with three Ministers and over 80 people from over 40 of these bodies. It also met with 10 individuals with experience of the sector. The three agencies twice provided comments on early drafts of the review report. 

The review report was agreed by Cabinet in July 2005 and subsequently published.

Findings

The report found that the scale, scope and speed of changes in the secondary and tertiary sectors had a significant impact on the system and constrained the capacity of the three bodies to maintain strategic oversight and manage implementation. The review noted the major shift in policy focus from participation to quality and the relevance of learning outcomes in the past 5-7 years. It found that the agencies had not adapted well to this shift in emphasis. It found that there was not enough concentration on strategic objectives, risks and coordination across the agencies. Greater alignment of agency activities with objectives was needed. 

The review team considered the question of overall structural change including whether the TEC and NZQA should be separate entities or merged into the Ministry but found that the costs of this outweighed the benefits. It recommended no structural change but that there should be stronger strategic alignment and coordination across the agencies; strong leadership from the Ministry of Education; consistent and effective relationship management and communications with stakeholders on the part of the three agencies. It suggested improvements to overall leadership; clarification of agency roles; workings of agency boards and measures to enhance capabilities in the agencies. It was acknowledged that work was underway in the agencies on a number of issues raised in the report. 

Follow-up Process

The government accepted the main findings of the report and set timelines for the implementation of key recommendations.
 These include the setting up of a central strategic unit for overall strategic policy development and oversight in the Ministry for Education, clarification of agency roles and the development of effective relationship management and communication strategies by the agencies by the end of 2005.

The acting Chief Executive of the NZQA, Karen Sewell, accepted the recommendations of the report and agreed that significant change is needed in the organisation. She noted the actions underway to change the culture of the Authority which include improvements in management and communication, policy work concerning sub-degree provision and on-going reviews into school examinations.
 The NZQA is also working with the Ministry and the TEC to foster more co-ordinated development, implementation and communication of priorities and monitoring of sector performance.
UK -  The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education

The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) works with higher education institutions to define academic standards and quality and carries out and publishes reviews against these standards. Its overall aims are to encourage the continuous improvement in the management of the quality of higher education. It is an independent body, established in 1997. It is funded by subscriptions from universities and colleges of education. It is a member of International Network of Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (INQAAHE) and the European Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA). 

Review arrangements for the QAA

The QAA is subject to regular internal and external audits for financial and managerial purposes and has routine accountability reporting requirements connected with contracts with various funding bodies. There is no national system for the review of QAA as an organisation. The QAA will, in the next 5 years, institute arrangements for review in order to ensure compliance with ENQA membership requirements. The QAA’s system of institutional audits was reviewed in the overall review of the Quality Assurance Framework, 2005.

Review of the Quality Assurance Framework, 2005

In 2001, the arrangements for assuring the quality of teaching and the standards of awards in higher education institutions were revised. Continuation audits and subject review by the QAA were replaced by the quality assurance framework (QAF). The QAF consists The framework comprises institutional audits by the QAA, collaborative provision audits for those institutions with large or complex collaborative provision, and the publication of information about quality and standards through Teaching Quality Information. The revised quality assurance processes were implemented in a transition cycle between 2002 and 2005. 

In 2004, it was decided to review the transitional cycle of the quality assurance framework in England. The review was agreed and sponsored by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE), Universities UK and SCOP (Standing Conference of Principals) who are the policy owners of the QAF. The decision to review was partly in response to the Better Regulation Task Force recommendation to evaluate the QAF two years after implementation, and to identify improvements that could be made beyond the transitional cycle. The review is taking place in phases. In phase 1, the review focuses on the impacts, benefits and costs of QAA institutional audit during the transitional cycle. The aim was to recommend improvements for the next cycle of audits. 

Terms of reference
The terms of the reference were to:
1. consider the impacts, benefits and costs of the quality assurance framework to date and to make recommendations about any changes that could further improve the quality assurance framework in England and Northern Ireland beyond 2006
2. oversee the various strands of the QAF review

3. advise the consultants in meeting their brief to assess impacts, effectiveness and costs of the revised QAF to produce evidence for the review

4. report to the sponsoring bodies against each of the major strands and make any recommendations for the development of the QAF, with due regard for the principles of better regulation. Phase One of the review on the audit methodology to be completed by March 2005

5. Phase two of the review, on the utility of public information, is to be completed after summer 2005.

Review team
A 10 member review group, chaired by Dame Sandra Burslen, Vice-Chancellor, Manchester Metropolitan University, was convened to carry out the review. Three observers from government departments and the QAA were also appointed to the group, as was a Secretariat. The work of the review group was supported by a study by external consultants on the costs and benefits of external review of quality assurance in higher education.

Main findings (first phase of the review)
The report on phase one outcomes was published in July 2005.
 The review group found the quality assurance process to be cost-effective and working well. It confirms the effectiveness of the institutional audits as a way of providing an appropriate level of external quality assurance in higher education. It recommended a number of improvements for the next cycle of institutional audits. The main proposed change is to replace discipline audit trails with a more flexible audit trail method. 

The evidence for this phase was provided by the external consultants who undertook substantive field work with a representative sample of 12 higher education institutions, and interviews with agencies involved in external quality assurance in higher education.
 In addition to examining the institutional audit process run by the quality assurance agency, the consultants also examined other quality assurance processes in health, teacher training, medical education, and in other disciplines subject to professional body review, such as engineering, business and law. 

Follow-up to review
The QAA will develop detailed proposals regarding changes to the institutional audit method and consult with the sector on these in autumn 2005. It is also taking account of the report’s recommendations in the development of its new strategic plan. This broadly sees a greater emphasis on enhancement in audit and a focus on the institution’s own management of their academic standards and quality.
 
Hong Kong - Teaching and Learning Quality Process Review

The University Grants Committee (UGC) of Hong Kong, a non-statutory advisory body, advises the government on the academic development and funding of Hong Kong’s publicly-funded institutions of higher education. It also plays a key role in quality assurance of higher education institutions under its remit. In 1995, it embarked on a programme of teaching and learning quality process reviews. In January 1998, the University Grants Committee decided to initiate an external evaluation of the Teaching and Learning Quality Process Reviews (TLQPRs). The review followed the completion of the first round of TLQPRs. 

Terms of reference for the external review

The aims of the external review were to determine the extent to which the TLQPR process has achieved its stated aims, to recommend any improvements to the process, and to investigate the unintended effects of the process.

The tasks of the evaluation team were to:

1. undertake an independent evaluation of the TLQPRs of the seven UGC-funded territory institutions in order to determine the extent to which the TLQPR process has achieved its stated goals
2. recommend any improvements to the TLQPR process
3. carry out a review of the effectiveness of the teaching development grants and the projects awarded by the UGC which are aimed at supporting initiatives to improve teaching and learning and to recommend any improvements. 

Review team

Institutions were invited to suggest suitable experts to undertake the review. These formed the basis for a recommendation from the steering group on the appropriate consultant. The Centre for Higher Education Policy Studies (CHEPS), University of Twente, the Netherlands was approached with a view to submitting a proposal for the review and was appointed to carry out the review. The members of the review team included senior personnel from CHEPS, experts in the field of quality assurance from the U.K. and the U.S. The review team was made up of 5 members.

Review Methodology  

The methodology for the review involved the examination of relevant documentation, visits to institutions and meetings with key stakeholders, preparation of a report identifying the strengths and weaknesses of the TLQPRS and suggestions for improvements. A steering group (comprising 3 UGC members and the Convenor of its Consultative Committee) was set up to oversee the review and an external consultant was appointed to organise and carry out the review.

The review team examined TLQPR reports, institutional responses to the reports and progress reports, submitted by the institutions to the UGC. It also reviewed the general documents concerning the TLQPR and other quality initiatives from the UGC. Three members of the review team undertook a 3-day visit to Hong Kong to familiarise themselves with the local context. The whole team visited over a 5-day period in 1999 and interviewed representatives of institutions at institutional, faculty and departmental levels. In total, it met with over 100 staff in institutions. It also met key personnel in the TLQPR consultative committee, members of the UGC secretariat and members of relevant working groups. The interviews broadly covered 3 main issues; the effects of the first round of TLQPR in the institutions, the strengths and weaknesses of the existing TLQPR system, and a discussion of suggestions about how the system could be improved.

Main findings
The overall conclusion was that the TLQPR was the right instrument at the right time for Hong Kong. A number of recommendations concerned the next round of reviews and their focus, improvements to the design of the process, and recommendations for the focus of the next round of reviews.

The review team also advised that there should be a continuation of some kind of external quality review of higher education. It also supported a focus on quality processes and a clarification of the aims and objectives of an external review. It also made more detailed or practical recommendations concerning elements of the TLQPR process.
South Africa

The Certification Council for Technikon Education (SERTEC) and the Quality Promotion Unit of the South African Universities Vice-Chancellors Association (SAUVCA), 2000

The Council on Higher Education is responsible for quality assurance in the higher education sector in South Africa. It was established under statute in 1997 and at the time was required to establish a Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC). The interim HEQC, set up in June 1999, considered it necessary to examine past and current quality assurance practices in South Africa and obtain international comparative perspectives in this regard in order to prepare the ground for establishing a national quality assurance system. It agreed to establish an evaluation panel, consisting of local and international participants to assess the quality assurance activities of SERTEC and the former Quality Promotion Unit. The terms of reference for the evaluation were discussed with and agreed by the boards of SERTEC and the QPU. A special sub-committee was established by the interim HEQC to oversee the work. This sub-committee appointed a team to undertake the evaluation. An eight-member evaluation team conducted the evaluation. 

Terms of reference
The purpose of the evaluation was to:

1. Determine the best practices of both SERTEC and the QPU in quality assurance and promotion.

2. Identify areas of weaknesses in the practices of the two bodies and to recommend strategies to overcome those weaknesses in constructing the HEQC.

3. Highlight issues pertinent to quality assurance and promotion in the higher education sector, which the work of the 2 bodies has identified.

4. Identify elements missing from the current quality assurance processes when compared to the overall purpose of quality assurance as being developed by the interim HEQC.

The terms of reference stated that the evaluation should describe the rationale, principles and assumptions underpinning the establishment and workings of SERTEC and the QPU, identify the goals of each of the bodies and how these have evolved, explore the appropriateness of all these for the future, determine the extent to which the goals of these bodies have been achieved and identify examples of the impact the bodies have had on particular institutions or programmes, suggest ways in which SERTEC and the QPU might have achieved greater impact, describe the governance and operations of each of the bodies, make recommendations about the rationale, principles, assumptions, goals and operations of a future HEQC. 

The evaluation team considered questions such as:

· whether the outcomes of the activities of SERTEC and the QPU provided the necessary assurances and information to the government and the public?

· whether there was evidence of an improvement of quality in the higher education sector?  and

· whether any of that improvement could be attributed to the actions of SERTEC and the QPU? 

Evaluation methodology

The research team undertook a literature survey, an analysis of relevant policy documents, site visits to higher education institutions which had been audited, and interviews with the two agencies concerned. The team took account of the fact that SERTEC had engaged in a self-evaluation and was twice evaluated by external experts, though neither of these had been carried out for the QPU. Following the data collection, the data was analysed by the evaluation team and provisional conclusions and recommendations were developed. It evaluated the strengths and weaknesses of the agencies against the criteria of:

· The goals and objectives of the agencies

· International best practice

· The broader policy goals of the HEQC

A draft of the evaluation team’s report was presented to and discussed by the interim HEQC, the Technikon Quality Assurance Committee and the SAUVCA Quality Assurance Working Group.
Findings and Follow-up

The evaluation report was published in June 2004.
 It was considered to be a rich resource for the construction of a new quality assurance system for South African higher education. It was used to inform the preparation of the founding document for the HEQC.
b) Review of the Higher Education Quality Committee, 2005
The Higher Education Quality Committee is a permanent sub-committee of the Council on Higher Education (established by the Higher Education Act, 1997). It was established in 2001 and began implementing new quality assurance systems in 2004. The HEQC is responsible for conducting institutional audits at all higher education institutions, quality promotion and capacity development.
 At present, preparations are underway for a review of the Higher Education Quality Committee. The decision to undertake a review has been approved by the board of the HEQC and by the Council of Education, to which the HEQC belongs. 

It is anticipated that this review will be of a formative nature and will need to take account of the post-apartheid restructuring of higher education in South Africa. The terms of reference for the review will be informed by international practice and the INQAAHE guidelines. 
United States 
Accreditation and Recognition Arrangements 

Accreditation is the primary means by which the quality of higher education is assured in the US. The practice of accreditation is more than 100 years old and developed as a response to concerns about protecting public health and safety and serving the public interest. The organisation of accreditation in the United States is decentralised and complex. It is organised at federal, regional and state level. Accreditation agencies review institutions as well as programmes. Accreditation is carried out by private, non-profit organisations. In 2001, 80 accrediting organisations accredited approximately 6,300 institutions and 17,500 programmes throughout the country and abroad. 
 They develop accreditation criteria and conduct peer evaluations to assess whether or not these criteria are met. Institutions and/or programmes that request an agency’s evaluation and that meet an agency’s criteria are then accredited by that agency. 

There are three types of accrediting organisations: regional, national and specialised.

Regional accrediting organisations

Regional accrediting organisations operate in six different regions of the country and review entire institutions. These commissions are each organised to accredit programmes and institutions across the span of education. A total of eight commissions are responsible for higher education (a list is attached at Appendix 3). There is no national system of accreditation in the sense of commonly agreed standards, policies and procedures. However, although the accreditation standards adopted by the eight regional commissions concerned with higher education vary in detail, they are similar in their attention to the institution as a whole, including student services, finances, administrative capacity and integrity.
 Broadly speaking, they verify that the institution concerned has appropriate purposes, has the resources to accomplish its purposes and can demonstrate that it is accomplishing those purposes into the foreseeable future. The processes used by the regional commissions are also similar. Normally, an institution undergoes a comprehensive evaluation every 10 years. The evaluation process normally takes about 2 years to complete. It involves self-evaluation, peer review, site visit by the external review team, report and determination by the relevant accrediting commission. Details of these are described on the websites of each of the commissions concerned. 

The accreditation process is carried out primarily by volunteers who are faculty and administrators elected by the accredited institutions in the region. The regional commissions also serve diverse sets of institutions including non-profit degree granting institutions and for profit institutions.

An example of an external study of effectiveness and impact of the accrediting work of a Commission on higher education is attached at Appendix 4. This concerns a review carried out in 1994 of its operations and was additional to regular monitoring and review of the Commission. The Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges undertakes a periodic external review of its work and has planned for a two-part external review of the Commission itself (functioning, effectiveness, capacity) and of its educational effectiveness review process (its new model of accreditation which has been fully operational since 2003). The process is scheduled to take place over a three year period. The external review team will determine its own work process and a final report will be published following interaction with the Commission and the development by it of a plan of action in response to the review.
 
National Accrediting Organisations

These operate throughout the country and review entire institutions. About a third of them are degree-granting and about 20% are non-profit. Many are single purpose institutions such as those focused on education in information technology, or business and some are faith-based.

Specialised accrediting agencies also operate throughout the country
They review programmes and single-purpose institutions. Many work closely with the states on issues of licence to practice (licensure) in different fields and professions. An example of one is the Accrediting Board for Engineering and Technology (www.abet.org/criteria.html )
Review arrangements for Accrediting Agencies
Most accrediting agencies are themselves subject to quality review. They are reviewed by the US government through the US Department of Education (USDE) or by the Council of Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA), or both. Successful review results in ‘recognition’ by these entities. The Department of Education is mainly concerned with compliance with quality criteria. Its recognition of agencies establishes eligibility for access to federal financial programmes. In addition to recognising accreditation agencies for higher education, the US Department of Education also recognises State agencies for the approval of public postsecondary vocational education and State agencies for the approval of nurse education.

The CHEA, a private, self-regulating body, is mainly concerned with the effectiveness and improvement of quality. It confers academic legitimacy on agencies. A complete list of CHEA and USDE recognised accrediting organisations is at the CHEA website (www.chea.org) under ‘Institutional Database’. Nineteen institutional accrediting agencies and sixty-one specialised accrediting agencies have been recognised by either CHEA or USDE or both. Accreditors seek recognition for different purposes – USDE recognition is required by accreditors whose institutions or programmes seek eligibility for federal student aid while CHEA recognition confers academic legitimacy and status in higher education. 

The organisation of accreditation and the appropriate balance of federal/state and self-regulation is currently under debate in the context of the re-authorisation of the Higher Education Act. The following sections provide an overview of current arrangements.

a) Council on Higher Education Accreditation
The Council on Higher Education Accreditation (CHEA) was created in 1996 to recognise accreditation agencies in the private, non-governmental sector. It was founded by college and university presidents with a view to providing national co-ordination of institutional and programmatic accreditation. It has a membership of approximately 3,000 degree granting colleges and universities and has recognised approximately 60 national, regional and specialised accrediting organisations. 

The primary purpose of CHEA recognition is to assure, through accreditation, that institutions and programmes meet expectations of academic quality and quality improvement (it also advocates for self-regulation of higher education through voluntary accreditation and represents its members). 

Recognition by CHEA affirms that standards and processes of accrediting organisations are consistent with quality, improvement, and accountability expectations that CHEA has established. Organisations that accredit institutions are eligible to apply for recognition if the majority of the accredited programmes are degree-granting. In order to achieve recognition, accrediting organisations must provide evidence that, in relation to the institutions and programmes under review, they:
 

1. Advance academic quality.

2. Demonstrate accountability.

3. Encourage purposeful change and needed improvement.

4. Employ appropriate and fair procedures in decision making.

5. Continually reassess accreditation practices.

The recognition process involves an application for recognition, consideration of eligibility to apply by CHEA Committee on Recognition
, self-study by applicant, site visit (not in all cases) followed by report by CHEA Committee, response to site-visit and report by applicant, public presentation to CHEA Committee, CHEA Committee recommendation and CHEA Board decision. Third party comments on the accrediting agency’s application are invited in the process. In general, a reader is appointed to read the self-study and report on it to the CHEA committee.

CHEA accreditors are normally reviewed over a ten-year cycle with a five-year interim report. CHEA is currently (2005) considering changes to its recognition policy. It also reserves the right to review institutions if necessary.

b) Recognition of accrediting agencies by the US Department of Education

The U.S. Department of Education does not accredit educational institutions or programmes. The Secretary of Education is required by law to publish a list of nationally recognised accrediting agencies that the Secretary determines to be reliable authorities as to the quality of education or training provided by the institutions of higher education and the higher education programmes that they accredit. 

The Secretary has developed procedures and criteria for the recognition of accrediting agencies and these are published in the Federal Register. Since 1992, only those agencies where institutions or programmes seek eligibility for certain federal financial aid programmes may be recognised. In addition to the recognition reviews, accrediting agencies are also subject to regular monitoring and must provide the Department with certain kinds of information (e.g. annual report, updated list of accredited institutions, summary of activities, proposed changes to the agency’s policies, procedures or standards that might alter scope of recognition or compliance).

A recognition review normally takes place every five years. New accrediting agencies are recognised for two years initially. Recognition is always time-bound and may be limited in scope.

Recognition Arrangements of the US Department of Education
Accrediting agencies must apply for recognition and must demonstrate that they meet the criteria for recognition which are drawn up by the Department of Education. The process involves the Department itself, a special Advisory Committee and the Secretary of Education. In general, the application consists of a statement of the agency’s requested scope of recognition, evidence of its compliance with the criteria for recognition and supporting documentation. The agency’s application consists of a narrative statement, organised on a criterion by criterion basis, showing how it complies with the criteria for recognition. 

Criteria for recognition

The criteria for recognition include compliance with programme responsibilities to receive federal student financial assistance, the independence of the agency, accrediting experience, fiscal and administrative capacity, consistency in decision-making, monitoring and re-evaluation activities, enforcement of standards, review of standards, operating policies and procedures, due process and notification of procedures.

Recognition Process

The Department of Education first reviews the application for recognition. This includes site visits, review of public comments and any relevant third party information the staff receives, review of complaints or legal actions involving the agency. The Department may determine that the agency fails to demonstrate substantial compliance with the basic eligibility requirements, in which case it returns the application and provides an explanation of the deficiencies and recommends that the agency withdraw its application and reapply when it can demonstrate compliance. The Department prepares a written analysis of the agency and includes a recognition recommendation. 

The analysis, supporting documentation and third party comments are sent to the agency and to the National Advisory Committee on Institutional Quality and Integrity. The role of the Advisory Committee is to consider an application for recognition at a public meeting to which department staff, the agency and other interested parties are invited to make oral presentations. It meets twice yearly to review applications. 

When it concludes its review, the committee recommends that the Secretary either approve or deny recognition, or that deferred decision on the agency’s application for recognition be taken. There is an appeals process for any recommendation made by the advisory committee, open to the agency or the senior department official concerned with the application. The Secretary of Education makes a decision on recognition. In cases where recognition is denied, the Secretary specifies the reasons for this decision, including all criteria the agency fails to meet and all areas in which it fails to perform effectively. The Secretary may defer a decision on recognition, limit, suspend or terminate recognition. An appeals process is also in place for an agency to appeal such outcomes. 

Recognition of State Agencies by US Department of Education
The US Secretary of Education also recognises two types of state agencies: state agencies for the approval of public post-secondary vocational education and state agencies for the approval of nurse education. The Secretary of Education is required to publish a list of state agencies which the Secretary determines to be reliable authorities as to the quality of public, post-secondary vocational education in their respective states for the purpose of determining eligibility for federal student assistance programmes administered by the Department of Education. Agencies apply to the Secretary for inclusion on the list. As with accrediting agencies, recognition is give for a particular period of time and is re-evaluated by the Secretary at his discretion, but at least every 4 years.

The procedures for the recognition of state agencies are similar to those used with respect to accrediting agencies seeking recognition. The criteria used to designate a state agency as a reliable authority to assess the quality of public post-secondary vocational education include functional aspects (scope of operation, organisation and procedures), responsibility and reliability, and capacity to foster ethical practices. 

In addition, specific criteria and procedures are determined for the recognition of state agencies for nurse education by the Secretary of Education. 
International guidelines and standards concerning reviews of quality assurance agencies

The issue of the review of the quality of external quality agencies in higher education – or the evaluation of evaluators - has been under discussion in the late 1990s, both at the national and international levels, within INQAAHE and ENQA. INQAAHE devoted its bi-annual meeting in 1999 to this theme and published guidelines for good practice by quality External Quality Assurance Agencies in 2005.
 ENQA was invited in the Berlin communiqué of 2003 to develop in cooperation with the European University Association (EUA) the European Association of Institutions in Higher Education (EURASHE) and the National Union of Students in Europe (ESIB), an agreed set of standards, procedures and guidelines on quality assurance and to explore ways of ensuring an adequate peer review system for quality assurance and/or accreditation agencies or bodies. In follow up, ENQA developed standards for European quality assurance agencies in 2005 which were agreed by European ministers in Bergen, June 2005 (see background document for details). Member agencies are committed to reviewing their compliance with these standards within five years. 

European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA)

The European Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education was established in 2000 to promote co-operation in the field of quality assurance. In November 2004, it became the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA). Membership of the association is open to quality assurance agencies in the signatory states of the Bologna Declaration and includes, as Irish members, the National Qualifications Authority of Ireland, the Higher Education and Training Awards Council and the Higher Education Authority. ENQA disseminates information on developments in the evaluation of higher education through seminars, workshops and advisory support, it organises special projects and provides advice on quality assurance mechanisms and systems. In follow up to the Berlin communiqué of September 2003, ENQA developed a set of standards, procedures and guidelines on quality assurance in cooperation with EUA, EURASHE, and ESIB. These are contained in a report which was adopted by Ministers at the Bologna follow-up Ministerial in Bergen, 2005. 

This notes out the standards and guidelines for quality assurance including those for quality assurance agencies, agreed by ENQA members and endorsed by the EUA, EURASHE and ESIB in June 2005. All members have committed themselves to review within five years  their compliance with these standards.

Standards and guidelines for quality assurance in the European higher education area

The 2005 report sets out European standards for internal and external quality assurance and for external quality assurance agencies. European quality assurance agencies are expected to submit themselves to a cyclical review within five years. 

The overall objective is to improve consistency of quality assurance across the European higher education area, to develop common reference points for quality assurance for higher education institutions and quality assurance agencies, to make it easier to identify professional and credible agencies through a register of quality assurance agencies and to support mutual trust and credibility amongst institutions and agencies. 

The report sets out standards and guidelines for internal quality assurance within higher education institutions, standards for the external quality assurance of higher education, and European standards for external quality assurance agencies. The report notes the different understandings and meanings attached to quality assurance and focuses on the what of quality assurance rather than the how of quality assurance. With respect to the role of external agencies for quality assurance, it notes that they may engage in quality assurance for a number of different purposes including safe-guarding national academic standards for higher education, accreditation of programmes and/or institutions, user protection, the public provision of independently verified information about programmes or institutions, improvement and enhancement of quality. The standards developed for external quality assurance agencies reflect basic good practice across Europe, but do not provide detailed guidance about what should be examined or how quality assurance activities should be conducted. These are considered to be matters of national autonomy. 

Register of quality assurance agencies

ENQA was also requested to explore ways of ensuring an adequate peer review system for quality assurance and/or accreditation agencies or bodies. In follow up to this, the report contains a proposal for the creation of a register of recognised external quality assurance agencies operating in higher education within Europe. Compliance with the European standards for quality assurance agencies as identified in the cyclical review is one criterion for placement on the register.

European Standards for external quality assurance agencies

Eight European standards are set out. These are:

1. Standards. The external quality assurance of agencies should take into account the presence and effectiveness of the external quality assurance processes for external quality assurance of higher education.
 These standards should be integrated into the processes applied by external quality assurance agencies toward higher education institutions.

2. Official status. Agencies should be formally recognised by the competent public authorities as agencies with responsibilities for external quality assurance and should have an established legal basis.

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

4. Resources. Agencies should have adequate and proportional resources, both human and financial, to enable them to organise and run their external quality assurance processes in an effective and efficient manner with appropriate provision for the development of their processes and procedures. 

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

6. Independence 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. 

7. External quality assurance criteria and processes used by agencies. These should be pre-defined and publicly available. They would normally include a self-assessment or equivalent procedure by a subject of the quality assurance process, an external assessment by a group of experts, publication of a report, follow up procedure to review actions taken by a subject of quality assurance process in the light of any recommendations contained in the report. 

8. Accountability procedures. Agencies should have in place procedures for their own accountability. 

Further guidelines concerning these standards are contained in the report (www.enqa.net)
Peer review system for quality assurance agencies

In conjunction with the establishment of a register of external quality review agencies, the report contains provisions for cyclical reviews of those agencies. It notes that the external quality assurance of higher education in Europe is relatively young and the review of agencies themselves is also quite recent. ENQA itself undertook a workshop in February 2003 on the quality assurance of agencies and discussed the experience of external evaluation. The ENQA report recommends that any European agency should conduct or be submitted to a cyclical external review of its processes and activities at at least 5 year intervals. The results should be documented in a report which states the extent to which the agency is in compliance with European standards for quality assurance agencies. 

Two general principles for cyclical reviews are to be followed:

1. External quality assurance agencies established and officially recognised as national agencies should normally be reviewed on a national basis even if they operate beyond national borders. These agencies may also opt for reviews organised by ENQA rather than internal, nationally based reviews. The reviews of agencies should include an assessment of whether they are in compliance with the European standards for external quality assurance agencies. 

2. The reviews should follow the process comprising a self-evaluation, an independent panel of experts and a published report.

The report stressed the importance of respecting national autonomy and the national context within which agencies operates. Therefore, it explicitly states when national authorities initiate reviews, the purpose can be quite broad and include the agencies fulfilment of the national mandate. However, regardless of whether reviews are initiated at national agency or ENQA level, they must also consider the extent to which the agency conforms with the European standards for external quality assurance agencies
 and complies with ENQA membership criteria.

The report sets out an example of a model for the review of quality assurance agencies, which is attached in Appendix 5. ENQA’s membership criteria are set out in Appendix 6. 

Appendix 1
Evaluation of the Danish Centre for Quality Assurance and Evaluation of Higher Education, 1998
  

The Centre was set up in 1992 as an independent agency, for an initial five year period, to evaluate all higher education programmes in all higher education institutions (publicly funded). The Ministry of Education initiated an evaluation of the Centre in 1997/1998 as was always intended after five years of operation. In 1998, the focus of that evaluation changed in light of the government discussions on setting up a single evaluation agency for all sectors of education.

The evaluation was conducted by the Ministry. It involved four elements:

· self-evaluation by EVA

· site visit to EVA and report by an external panel

· impact study conducted by external consultants of the effectiveness and impact of  EVA’s evaluations (involving interviews, questionnaires and case studies)

· hearings and a conference with stakeholders to discuss findings of all elements of the evaluation.

The Centre carried out its own self evaluation, covering all areas of its activities and including a SWOT analysis. 

Comments on the evaluation
Thune and Kristoffersen (1999) made the following comments on the evaluation:

· it was a valuable learning experience for the Centre

· ‘owner’ of the process needs to be given an early signal of when and how evaluation will take place

· the ‘owner’ keeps a good distance from the process and ensures that evaluation does not cover areas for which it has a responsibility

· clear terms of reference and of procedures for follow-up must be given 

· integrity and impartiality of reviewers is critical  - must be credible in the field

· high quality documentation needs to be available.
Appendix 2
Role and critical success factors for the New Zealand Universities Academic Audit Unit (1997 review)

At the time, the role of the AAU was to consider and review the universities mechanisms for monitoring and enhancing the academic quality and standards which are necessary for achieving their stated aims and objectives. It comments on the extent to which procedures are effectively applied; on the extent to which they reflect good practice in maintaining quality; and identifies and comments on good practice in regard to maintaining and enhancing standards. 

The Board of the AAU established four critical success factors for the AAU in 1994.

These include that the AAU should:

· produce audit reports which are acknowledged both within and without the universities to be authoritative, rigorous, fair and perceptive;

· through these reports, and otherwise, contribute to the improvement of quality in universities;

· maintain sufficient international contact to give credibility to its reports;

· liaise appropriately with the relevant organisations in relation to ensuring and demonstrating academic quality of universities.
Appendix 3

List of Regional Accrediting Commissions for Higher Education in the United States
• Middle States Association of Colleges and Schools/Commission on Higher Education: http://www.msache.org;

• New England Association of Schools and Colleges/Commission on Institutions of Higher Education: http://www.neasc.org/

• New England Association of Schools and Colleges/Commission on Technical and Career Institutions: http://www.neasc.org/

• North Central Association of Colleges and Schools/Higher Learning Commission: http://www.hlcommission.org

• Northwest Association of Schools Colleges and Universities/Commission on Colleges and Universities: http://www.cocnasc.org

• Southern Association of Schools and Colleges/Commission on Colleges: http://www.sacs.org

• Western Association of Schools and Colleges/Accrediting Commission for Senior Colleges and Universities: http://www.wascweb.org/

• Western Association of Schools and Colleges/Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges: http://www.wascweb.org/.

includes links to each of these agencies, where available: http://www.aspa-usa.org/

From: Testimony of Dr. Charles M. Cook, 1 October 2002, , before the Committee on Education and The Workforce, U.S. House of Representatives, Subcommittee on 21st Century Competitiveness, in Regard to:"ASSURING QUALITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION: ASSESSING THE ROLE OF ACCREDITATION."

Appendix 4 

Assessment of the Effectiveness of Regional Accreditation

Study of the New England Association of Schools and Colleges (Commission on Institutions of Higher Education)
In 1992, the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education of the New England Association of Schools and Colleges contracted an external study of its effectiveness, the first extensive and systematic review to be conducted of the Commission. The purpose was to assess the effectiveness of the accrediting process and to determine its impact on affiliated institutions as well as to provide direction for improvement. As the study was expected to reveal strengths as well as deficiencies, a fundamental intention was to seek ways to improve the system of accreditation. It was seen as part of ongoing efforts to improve effectiveness and to inform the community at large about the Commission’s activities.

The study was carried out in 1992-93. The research methods used were:

· questionnaire sent to Presidents of all the 197 colleges and universities accredited by the Commission on Institutions of  Higher Education. This related to the goals, effectiveness and impact of accreditation.

· Interviews (33) with presidents and senior academics at a sample of 12 regionally accredited colleges and universities. The institutions concerned had all been successfully evaluated. 

Five key questions were asked in the research:
1. are the Commission’s processes and criteria perceived to be effective in measuring institutional quality and in encouraging improvement?

2. does the accreditation process result in significant change in an institution?

3. what components of the process have the greatest impact? The least impact?

4. what attitudes and perceptions are held about the accreditation process among affiliated institutions?

5. how might regional accreditation be improved?

The interview process reached out to a wider audience in the institutions and provided an opportunity to examine in-depth the accreditation process and the conditions under which it had greatest impact. They provided strong validation of the questionnaire survey. The study generally found the accreditation process to be working well and generally led to great institutional improvements in areas such as governance, administration, planning, services and resources. There was overwhelming support for accreditation. The results of the study identified differential impact according to the characteristics of an institution. It also identified common factors which generally led to successful accreditation – timing of accreditation in the life-cycle of the institution, leadership and inclusiveness of the process.

The study generated findings about the effectiveness and impact of accreditation and yielded recommendations for improvement. The Commission welcomed the findings as a general validation of the basic direction of its work. It also found that the recommendations for improvement were useful and constructive and that they ‘may well prove to be the most valuable result of the study’. The Commission indicated the follow-up steps it intended to take to each of the recommendations. It particularly noted the value of an external study of its work. The results of the study and the Commission’s response to its recommendations were published by the Commission.
Appendix 5

Outline of external review process for a quality assurance agency
Cyclical review of quality assurance agencies – a theoretical model (from ENQA, Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area, 2005)

The model presented below is a proposed indicative outline for a process of external review of an external quality assurance agency. It is presented as an example of a credible process suited to identify compliance with the European standards for external quality assurance agencies. However, note must be taken that the purpose is instructive and illustrative. Therefore, the level of detail is high and most likely higher than what will be perceived as needed in individual peer reviews of agencies. It follows from this that in no way must the process presented here be considered as a standard in itself. Further, it should be noted that in the presented example the term ‘evaluation’ is applied to cover objectives and processes. Terms, such as ‘accreditation’ or ‘audit’, might as well be applied. The process covers the following elements:

• formulating terms of reference and protocol for the review;

• nomination and appointment of panel of experts;

• self-evaluation by the agency;

• site visit;

• reporting.

1 Terms of reference

The terms of reference must identify the goals of the review in terms of the perspectives and interests of authorities, stakeholders and the agency itself. All the main tasks and operations of the agency must be covered and in such a manner that it is evident that no hidden agendas are present.

2 Self-evaluation

2.1 Background information required from agency as basis of review

Relevant background information is necessary to understand the context in which the agency is working. The section is expected to include:

2.1.1 A brief outline of the national higher education system, including:

• degree structure;

• institutional structure;

• procedures and involved parties in establishing new subjects, programmes and institutions;

• other quality assurance procedures;

• status of higher education institutions in relation to the government.

2.1.2 A brief account of the history of the particular agency and of the evaluation of higher education in general:
• mission statement;

• establishment of the agency (government, higher education institutions, others);

• description of the legal framework and other formal regulations concerning the agency (e.g. parliamentary laws, ministerial orders or decrees);

• the financing of the agency;

• placement of the right to initiate evaluations;

• internal organisation of the agency; including procedures for appointment and composition of board/ council;

• other responsibilities of the agency than the evaluation of higher education;

• international activities of the agency, including formal agreements as well as other activities, e.g. participation in conferences, working groups and staff exchange;

• role of the agency in follow-up on evaluations: consequences and sanctions.

2.2 External quality assurance undertaken by the agency

Evidence should be produced indicating that the agency undertakes on a regular basis external quality assurance of higher education institutions or programmes. This quality assurance should involve either evaluation, accreditation, review, audit or assessment, and these are part of the core functions of the agency.

By ‘regular’ it is understood that evaluations are planned on the basis of a systematic procedure and that several quality assessments have been conducted over the last two years. This evidence should include:

· a description of the methodological scope of the agency;

· an account of the number of quality assessments conducted and the number of units evaluated.

2.3 Evaluation method applied by the agency

2.3.1 Background information

An account of the overall planning of an evaluation and other fundamental issues is needed to be able to determine if the agency is working on the basis of transparent methodological procedures. This account should include:

· the procedures for briefing of and communication with the evaluated institutions;

· the agency strategy for student participation;

· the procedures related to establishing the terms of reference/project plan of the individual assessment;

· the reference(s) for evaluation (predefined criteria, legal documents, subject benchmarks, professional standards, the stated goals of the evaluated institution);

· the extent to which the methodological elements are modified to specific reviews.

2.3.2 Elements of methodology

An account giving evidence that the methodology the agency is working on is pre-defined and public and that review results are public.

The methodology includes:

· self-evaluation or equivalent procedure of the given object of evaluation;

· external evaluation by a group of experts and site visits as decided by the agency;

· publication of a report with public results.

The agency can also work out and apply other methodologies fit for special purposes.

The agency’s decisions and reports are consistent in terms of principles and requirements, even if different groups form the judgements. If the agency makes evaluation decisions, there is an appeals system. This methodology is applied to the needs of the agencies. If the agency is to make recommendations and/or conditional resolutions, it has a follow-up procedure to check on the results.

2.3.3 An account of the role of the external expert group

The account on the role of the external expert group should include:

· procedures for nomination and appointment of experts, including criteria for the use of international experts, and representatives of stakeholders such as employers and students;

· methods of briefing and training of experts;

· meetings between experts: number, scope and time schedule in relation to the overall evaluation process;

· division of labour between agency and experts;

· role of the agency’s staff in the evaluations;

· identification and appointment of the member(s) of staff at the agency to be responsible for the evaluation.

2.3.4 Documentation

Several accounts of the agency’s procedures for collecting documentation are needed to determine the procedures related to the self-evaluation of the agency and site visits:

2.3.4.1 An account of the procedures related to self-evaluation

This account should include:

· specification of content in the guidelines provided by the agency;

· procedural advice provided by the agency;

· requirements for composition of self-evaluation teams, including the role of students;

· training/information of self-evaluation teams;

· time available for conducting the self-evaluation.

2.3.4.2 An account of the procedures related to the site visit

This account should include:

· questionnaires/interviewing protocols;

· principles for selection of participants/informants (categories and specific participants);

· principles for the length of the visit;

· number of meetings and average length;

· documentation of the meetings (internal/external, minutes, transcriptions etc.);

· working methods of the external expert group.

2.3.4.3 The reports

The documentation should include the following information on the reports:

· purpose of the report;

· drafting of the report (agency staff or experts);

· format of report (design and length);

· content of report (documentation or only analysis/recommendations);

· principles for feedback from the evaluated parties on the draft report;

· publication procedures and policy (e.g. handling of the media);

· immediate follow-up (e.g. seminars and conferences);

· long-term follow-up activities (e.g. follow-up evaluation or visit).

2.3.5 System of appeal

The agency documents a method for appeals against its decisions and how this methodology is applied to the needs of the agency. It must be evident from the documentation to what extent the appeals system is based on a hearing process through which the agency can provide those under evaluation a means to comment on and question the outcomes of the evaluation. Basically, the agency must provide evidence that the appeals system provides for those under evaluation an opportunity to express opinions about evaluation outcomes.

2.4 Additional documentation

This additional documentation should provide an account of the use of surveys, statistical material or other kinds of documentation not mentioned elsewhere. This material should be public.

2.5 Procedures for a quality system for agencies

The agency must document that it has in place internal quality assurance mechanisms that conform to those stipulated in the European standards for external quality assurance agencies.

2.6 Final reflections

An analysis of the agency’s strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats is needed in order to give an account of the capacity of the agency to adapt to new demands and trends and to permanently improve its actions while maintaining a solid and credible methodological framework and governance model.

3 Guidelines for the external review panel

These guidelines describe the expectations to the external review panel. They comprise guidance on:

· appointment and general organisation;

· site visit;

· drafting of the report.
As described above, the agency under review should provide a self-evaluation report according to the provided guidelines. The self-study should be sent to the external review panel no later than a month before the visit.

3.1 Appointment of the external review panel

This section concerns the appointment of the experts that should conduct the review.

The external expert group should consist of the following experts:
· one or two quality assurance experts (international);

· representative of higher education institutions (national);

· student member (national);

· stakeholder member (for instance an employer, national).

One of these experts should be elected Chair of the external review panel. It is also recommended that the panel should be supplemented with a person who, in an independent capacity from the agency, would act as a secretary. Nominations of the experts may come from the agencies, stakeholders or local authorities but in order to ensure that the review is credible and trustworthy, it is essential that the task of appointing the experts be given to a third party outside the agency involved. This third party could for instance be ENQA or an agency not involved in the process. The basis for the recognition of the experts should be declarations of their independence. However, the agency under review should have the possibility to comment on the final composition of the panel.

3.2 Site visit

A protocol must be available for the site visit along lines such as the following:

The visit is recommended to have a duration of two-three days, including preparation and follow-up, depending on the external review panel’s prior knowledge of the agency under review and its context. The day before the visit the panel will meet and agree on relevant themes for the visit. The purpose of the site visit is to validate the self-study. Interview guides should be drafted with this perspective in mind. 
The visit could include separate meetings with members from the agency board, management, staff, experts, owners/key stakeholders and representatives from evaluated institutions at management level as well as members from the internal self-evaluation committees.

3.3 Preparation of the report

Apart from fulfilling the general terms of reference the report must focus in a precise manner on compliance with the European standards for external quality assurance agencies as specified in the self-study protocol, as well as with possibilities for and recommendations on future improvements. After the visit the external review panel assisted by the secretary will draft a report. The final version should be sent to the agency under review for comments on factual errors.

Appendix 6 
Membership Criteria for ENQA

1.
Full membership of the Association is open to quality assurance agencies in the field of higher education, from Bologna Process signatory states, which fulfil all of the criteria contained in paragraphs 2-15 below. The Board may modify the details of the procedures at its discretion.

Activities

2.
The agency undertakes external quality assurance processes (at institutional or programme level) on a regular basis. These may involve evaluation, review, audit, assessment, accreditation or other similar activities and are part of the core functions of the agency.

Official status

3.
The agency is formally recognised as an organisation with responsibilities for external quality assurance by competent public authorities in the European Higher Education Area and has an established legal basis.

Resources

4.
The agency has adequate and proportional resources, both human and financial, to enable it to organise and run its external quality assurance process(es) in an effective and efficient manner, with appropriate provision for the development of its processes and procedures.

Mission statement

5.
The agency has a publicly-available statement, describing the goals and objectives of its 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 its work. The statement will make clear that 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 is also documentation to demonstrate how the statement is translated into a clear policy and management plan.

Independence

6.
The agency is independent to the extent both that it has autonomous responsibility for its operations and that the judgements made in its reports cannot be influenced by third parties such as higher education institutions, ministries or other stakeholders.

7.
In order for the agency to meet this criterion, it will need to be able to  demonstrate that:

· 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.

External quality assurance processes used by the agencies

8. The processes and procedures used by the agency are pre-defined and publicly available.


These processes will normally include:

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

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

3) publication of a report, including any judgements, recommendations or other formal outcomes

4) 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.

9. The agency may develop and use other processes and procedures for particular purposes.

Accountability procedures

10. The agency will have in place procedures for its own accountability which include the following:

1. a published policy for the assurance of its own quality, made available on its website;

2. documentation which demonstrates that:

·     
its processes and results reflect its mission and goals of quality assurance;

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

· it 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,

· it has in place internal quality assurance procedures which include an internal feedback mechanism
, an internal reflection mechanism
 and an external feedback mechanism
 in order to inform and underpin its own development and improvement

3. a mandatory cyclical external review of its activities at least once every five years which includes a report on its conformity with the membership criteria of the Association.

Miscellaneous criteria

11.




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
judgements and decisions are reached in a consistent manner, even if the judgements are formed by different groups.

12.




If the agency makes formal quality assurance decisions, or judgments which have formal consequences, it has an appeal system. The nature and procedures of the appeals system will be determined in the light of the constitution of the agency.

13.




The agency agrees to abide the regulations of the Association.

14.




The agency is not in arrears with its subscription. The procedure for an agency in arrears will be decided by the Board.

15.
The agency may resign from ENQA membership by submitting a written indication of resignation of the President of ENQA. The resignation becomes effective at the end of the respective calendar year. The General Assembly and the Board will be notified of the decision of the agency.
Part II

Review arrangements and practice concerning quality assurance in higher education and public sector agencies in Ireland

A. Review arrangements concerning quality in higher education in Ireland

A number of organisations have responsibility for reviewing quality assurance in higher education. Under the Universities Act 1997 (section 49), the Higher Education Authority (HEA) is responsible for reviewing and reporting on the quality assurance procedures established by each of the seven universities. It also has a duty to assist the universities in achieving their quality assurance objectives. The governing authorities of the seven universities are each responsible for reviewing the effectiveness of their quality assurance procedures (section 35(4)). They are required to consult with the HEA in this regard. Each of the universities has delegated its review of effectiveness responsibility to the Irish Universities Quality Board (IUQB).
 All the universities and the DIT are members of the European University Association, which has an established record in conducting institutional reviews of institutional quality assurance. In 2004, it was commissioned to carry out two distinct reviews of effectiveness of quality assurance in higher education in Ireland.  

Under the Qualifications Act 1999, the Higher Education Training Awards Council (HETAC) is responsible for reviewing, from time to time, the effectiveness of the quality assurance procedures of all higher education institutions that provide programmes leading to Council awards. Providers that offer programmes validated by the Council are required to establish and agree quality assurance procedures with HETAC. The Further Education Training and Awards Council has a parallel function with respect to providers of education and training programmes that lead to Council awards. The National Qualifications Authority of Ireland (NQAI) is responsible, under the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act, 1999, for establishing procedures for the performance by the Councils of their functions and for setting overall standards for their awards. It is also required to carry out a review of the performance by each Council of its functions and to make recommendations to the Council concerned in respect of that performance. 
Under Section 39(1) of the Qualifications Act 1999, the Dublin Institute of Technology (DIT) is required to agree its quality assurance procedures with the NQAI. Section 39(3) of the Act requires the Authority to consider annually the findings arising out of the application of the Institute’s quality assurance procedures, while section 39 (4) requires the Authority to review periodically their effectiveness. The first such quality review, which was commissioned jointly by the DIT and the NQAI, is being undertaken by the European University Association in 2005

The Irish Higher Education Quality Network was set up 2003 to provide a forum for the discussion of quality assurance issues, and for the dissemination of best practice amongst the principal national stakeholders involved in the quality assurance of higher education and training in Ireland. The membership of the network includes the key stakeholders, practitioners, policy makers and students, involved in quality assurance in Irish higher education and training.
 In May 2005 the Network agreed a set of principles of good practice for quality assurance/quality improvement in Irish higher education and training (see appendix 1).

In 2004, the two distinct reviews of effectiveness of quality assurance procedures in higher education in Ireland were commissioned. These are described below.  

i) Review of effectiveness of quality assurance in Irish universities, 2004
In 2004, a review of quality assurance in Irish universities was undertaken by the European University Association (EUA). It was the first such review of effectiveness and was jointly commissioned by the Irish Universities Quality Board and the Higher Education Authority. The review was designed to meet the respective responsibilities of the HEA (with respect to quality assurance procedures) and the IUQB (the effectiveness of those procedures). A joint review was decided upon in order to facilitate a more timely and effective review process. 

Objectives and scope of the review

The review was designed to ensure that the university system and its stakeholders gain maximum benefit from comprehensive reviews by teams of experienced international quality assurance experts, and that the procedures and processes in place in Irish universities can be reviewed against best practice internationally. The review was designed to establish whether each university has fulfilled its legal obligations and whether the quality assurance procedures it has put in place have been effective in improving quality across the institution. The review focuses on the universities capacity to change, including their strategic planning and internal quality monitoring. It also examines whether the necessary conditions exist to encourage the development of a real quality culture, allowing each institution to become progressively more successful in accomplishing its mission and more responsive to the changing environment at local, national, European and international levels. 

The scope of the review process covered each of the seven universities and the sector as a whole. It posed four basic questions to each university:

1. What is the institution trying to do?

2. How is the institution trying to do it?

3. How does the institution know it works?

4. How does the institution change in order to improve?

The review considered three overarching questions:

1. Does the Irish university system function effectively?

2. Is the Irish quality assurance process helpful in improving the Irish universities system?

3. Does the Irish quality assurance system meet international benchmarks?

It was envisaged that the outcomes of the review would be reports by the EUA on each university and on the sector.
 These would be published along with the publication by the IUQB of its views on the outcome of the review. In addition, the ‘reflections’ document of the high-level Reference Panel (see below) would also be published.

Review Team and Secretariat

Members of the EUA review team, the EUA evaluators, comprised 8 experts from European universities and 4 experts from North American universities. Three review team secretaries supported the work of the review teams.  

Methodology for the Review

The review followed the EUA institutional review methodology and guidelines, which were specifically fine-tuned to meet the specific requirements of the Irish Quality Review. The EUA provided the Secretariat for the process. In general terms, this involved self evaluation by the universities, site visits by external reviewers and preparation of final reports (institutional and sectoral). In addition to the EUA process, the Higher Education Authority, in consultation with the NQAI, put in place a high-level Reference Panel comprising stakeholders external to the universities in order to provide the EUA review teams with an Irish context to the review with particular regard to national, social, economic and cultural needs and expectations, and to comment on the outcomes of the process at a sectoral level. 

Four teams of experienced reviewers were appointed to cover the seven Irish universities. An introductory workshop was organised by the EUA and the IUQB in early 2004 to provide an initial exchange and reflection between the Irish universities and the EUA teams. The review involved a self-evaluation process on the part of each university and site visits to each of the universities by the EUA teams. Following completion of the self-evaluation reports, the EUA teams made preliminary visits to each university. The aim of the preliminary visits was to gain an understanding of the university and the national environment They requested further documentation following consideration of which, final main visits were made to each university. The aim of the second visit was to reach a judgement of the university’s quality procedures and processes. The EUA teams prepared a written report on each university, which was sent to the university in question for correction of possible factual errors. Once the university accepted the report, it was finalised by the EUA and formally submitted to the IUQB and the HEA. 

The review team also completed a sectoral report on quality assurance in the university sector as a whole and made recommendations for improvements. A draft of this was sent to the HEA and IUQB for correction of errors of fact. It was agreed that following consideration of this report and the reflections document prepared by the high-level reference panel, the HEA would publish the outcome of the review following consultation with the IUQB. 

High-level Reference Panel

The EUA team chairs and Secretariat met twice during the review process with a high-level reference panel established by the Higher Education Authority. The purpose of the Panel was to provide the EUA teams with an Irish context to the review with particular regard to national social, economic and cultural needs and expectations, and to comment on the outcomes of the process at a sectoral level. The Panel was chaired by John Dunne, chairman of IDA Ireland.
 The secretariat to the high-level reference panel was provided by the HEA, assisted by the National Qualifications Authority of Ireland. The Panel met twice with the EUA team chairs. It also met with representatives of the HETAC, the NQAI and the IUQB in order to discuss the roles and functions of these bodies in relation to quality assurance and the issues which the panel would like to see the EUA review group address. It presented a set of issues/questions which it wished the EUA review group to address in the course of its work. It produced a ‘reflections’ document on the process and its findings and presented this to the HEA.
 

Timeframe for the review

The review team and the high-level reference panel were set up in December 2003. The seven universities provided the EUA with a self-evaluation report by March 2004, following which first site visits were made to each university (April-June 2004). The second site visits were held in the period September-November 2004 and draft written reports were completed in late 2004/early 2005 by the EUA teams. The draft sectoral report was also completed over this time. In February/March 2005, the IUQB prepared its response to the reports and the high-level reference panel prepared its reflections document.

Review Reports and follow-up

The 29 page sectoral report by the EUA and the individual university reports were completed in February 2005 and formally launched by the Minister for Education and Science in April 2005. The reports covered the following issues: university mission, strengths and weaknesses in quality assurance, strategic planning, governance and management, teaching and learning, research policy and innovation, and internationalisation. The main finding of the review was that the Irish universities have established a quality assurance system which is functioning, well organised and now yielding results. They have gone well beyond the legislative requirements contained in the 1997 Universities Act. It considers that it is time to move to a new phase, building on the existing system and linking it more closely to strategic management and feeding in to the on-going development of the universities. The sectoral report contains recommendations for the further development of the quality assurance systems. These address the organisation and the planning of quality assurance processes, self assessment, peer review, quality improvement and strategic governance and management. It also contains recommendations concerning the future development of the IUQB, which were supported by the High-Level Reference Panel and welcomed by the IUQB.

In follow up to the report, the HEA agreed that the IUQB will provide the Authority with an action-oriented implementation plan, which will be kept under review by the HEA on a six-monthly basis. The HEA has undertaken to support the universities in addressing the areas where improvements are deemed necessary. The IUQB also envisages establishing a task force which will collaborate with the universities in implementing the recommendations contained in both the university and the EUA reports. 

Each individual university responded to the report, as did the IUQB. The university reports and responses and the IUQB response are published on the website of the IUQB.
 A concluding conference on the review was held in September 2005. The EUA reports, the university responses and the IUQB response were submitted to the Minister for Education and Science and laid before the houses of the Oireachtas. 

ii) Review of effectiveness of quality assurance procedures - Dublin Institute of Technology, 2004/05
The Dublin Institute of Technology (DIT) has primary responsibility for the implementation of its quality assurance procedures (section 11, Dublin Institute of Technology Act, 1992). The DIT is required to agree its quality assurance procedures with the NQAI and did so in 2002. Under section 39(4) of the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act, 1999, the NQAI is required to review, periodically, the effectiveness of these procedures.
 The first such review of these procedures was commissioned jointly by the DIT and the NQAI in 2004. 

Preparations for the review began in 2004 and involved consultations by the Authority with the Higher Education Authority, HETAC and FETAC and the Irish Universities Quality Board, as well as with the Dublin Institute of Technology. Account was also taken of the then on-going review of quality assurance procedures in the universities and their effectiveness (above). It was decided to engage the European University Association to undertake the review on behalf of the NQAI.  The timeframe for the review was October 2004 – Summer 2005.

Terms of reference

The objective of the review is to carry out an extensive, independent and objective review of the DIT and to meet the requirements of Section 39(4) of the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act, 1999. The review adopts the EUA’s institutional review methodology and guidelines, which were specifically fine-tuned to meet the specific requirements of this review. The EUA philosophy is oriented toward improving institutions and to evaluating each of them in the context of its specific missions and goals, as well as its particular institutional and environmental characteristics. The review addresses the DIT’s capacity for change through examining its strategic planning and internal quality culture and aims to support the continuing development of quality in the institutions under review. The EUA team will evaluate the effectiveness of the DIT’s internal decision-making structures and processes as well as its internal arrangements for quality, including the requirements of section 39(4) of the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act, 1999. It will also make a range of recommendations. 

Review Team and Process

The EUA established a review team of quality assurance experts, comprising four eminent institutional leaders from Europe and Canada and a European student. This combination provides the adequate mix of skills, knowledge, objectivity and international perspective. The Secretariat is provided by the EUA. 

The first stage in the review process involved a briefing of the expert panel on the Irish higher education context, a seminar with the DIT on the proposed objectives of the review and its organisation. The review involves the preparation of a self-evaluation report by the DIT, a site visit by the review team to the DIT, the submission of any follow-up reports or data requested by the review team, a second site visit to the DIT, a meeting with the executive of the NQAI to exchange views on the draft findings of the review, the presentation of the written report to the DIT for comments on factual errors, and the finalisation of the report by the EUA and its submission to both the DIT and the NQAI. 
The review formally commenced in October 2004 and is expected to be completed by February 2006
Follow-up to review

The follow-up process to the review will include the publication of the results of the review as required under Section 39 (5) of the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act, 1999 by the NQAI. This shall include the views, if any, of the Institute. Following the publication of the results of the review, the DIT will publish the EUA report on its website.

B.  Review of public sector agencies in Ireland 

While there are a number of different kinds of agency reviews and evaluations carried out of Government Departments, offices and state agencies, there is little public documentation or generally available overviews of this activity. There are no standard reviews of agency performance.
 The National Economic and Social Council touched on the issue in its report on Achieving Quality Outcomes: the management of public expenditure (December 2002).  The issue is also partially addressed in the context of public sector modernisation and performance management.
 We are aware that, for example, Science Foundation Ireland has recently undergone a strategic programme review and the Health Research Board is currently undertaking a review of its performance. 

Many other kinds of review are focused on expenditure which are required inter alia to satisfy requirements of the National Development Plan and EU-funded programmes. The Comptroller and Auditor General also carries out value for money examinations of Departments/Offices. The Expenditure Review Initiative, overseen by the Department of Finance, is described below. This is a means by which public expenditure is systematically reviewed with a focus on the achievement of results rather than inputs. While the focus is on expenditure, the reviews’ emphasis on effectiveness and efficiency provide useful pointers for agency evaluation and review of their activities and performance in general. 

The note below describes the Expenditure Review Initiative and outlines an example of this, the external expenditure review of the Valuation Office. It also describes two major agency evaluations – the evaluation review of Science Foundation Ireland and the on-going review of the Health Research Board – which review the overall performance and effectiveness of the agencies concerned. The approaches taken may usefully inform the Authority’s approaches to agency reviews.

i) The Expenditure Review Initiative
 

The Expenditure Review Initiative (ERI), which commenced in 1997, was introduced to evaluate in a systematic way the effectiveness of public expenditure. Reviews are conducted by government departments and offices under the guidance of the Expenditure Review Central Steering Committee and the Department of Finance. It is one of a range of modernisation initiatives in the public sector. Responsibility for choosing the topics for review rests primarily with each government Department/Office and these are then approved by Government for a three year period. Reviews are generally carried out under the direction of steering committees drawn from the relevant departments/offices having responsibility for the programmes or activities concerned. 

To date, there have been two rounds of E.R.I and 93 expenditure reviews have been completed. The reviews contain four key elements:

-  review of objectives of the spending under review

-  review of performance indicators relevant to the area being covered

-  evaluation of effectiveness of spending, and 

-  evaluation of efficiency in the area being reviewed. 

The importance of the process in the early years at least was in developing a culture of evaluation.
 A first formal periodic report of the initiative was completed in 2004 (this also contains the schedule of reviews for 2002-04).
 In the main, reviews have focused on major spending schemes and programmes, including those of agencies. A review of the Valuation Office was completed in 2004. At present (2005) reviews of State funding granted to the Institute of Public Administration and the Economic and Social Research Institute are underway. 

Review Process

The focus of review is on topics that are significant and relevant and that involve major policy issues or significant levels of expenditure. The key stages in the review process are attached at Appendix 2. Following a decision to undertake a review, a steering committee is established within the relevant department or office. It draws up terms of reference in line with a template provided by the Expenditure Review Steering Central Steering Committee (ERCSC). A template for the review is attached in Appendix 3.

The review is usually carried out by the department, agency or unit under review. External consultants can also be contracted to carry out the review. A draft of the review report is submitted to a quality assessor and discussed with the steering committee prior to finalisation of the report. Changes as appropriate are then made to the draft report. The report is signed off by the Secretary General or Head of Office. Ideally, a statement setting out the Department/Office’s response to the report should be prepared at this stage. It is laid before the Houses of the Oireachtas and published on the website of the department or office concerned. It is presented to the Department of Finance and the ERCSC. 

Template for terms of reference

Template for terms of reference have been drawn up for an expenditure review by the expenditure review central steering committee (ERCSE). These are not definitive but are designed to inform the review. The following issues are covered in the template:

1. Identification of objectives and outputs

2. The extent of which objectives have been achieved and the effectiveness with which they have been achieved,

3. The level and trend of costs and starting resources associated with programmes and the efficiency with which it has achieved its objectives, 

4. Potential future performance indicators that might be used to better monitor the performance of programmes. 

Expenditure Review of the Valuation Office, 2002/03
The Valuation office was reviewed by Pricewaterhouse Coopers in 2002/03. The evaluation office operates under the aegis of the Department of Finance. The Valuation Act 2001 is the statutory basis for its work. The Act introduced changes to the system of valuation and provided for an extension of its activities which required the establishment of a dedicated revaluation office within the existing organisation. It has 135 fulltime staff members and an organisational budget of around €8 million (2003). 

Terms of Reference
The terms of reference were to:

1. Examine the validity of the objectives of the rating valuation service provided by the valuation office

2. Establish the extent to which the objectives are being achieved and comment on the effectiveness, efficiency and value for money of current operations.

3. Examine the performance indicators currently in use and advise if additional or alternative indicators are appropriate.

Expenditure efficiency was defined as the extent to which a series of defined actions are achieved within a predefined budget. Expenditure effectiveness referred to the extent to which the delivery of these actions has the desired policy impact. The period under review was 2001 -2003.

The terms of reference for the study also posed three distinct questions. These were:

1. Are the key strategic objectives of the valuation office valid? 

2. Are these objectives being achieved in an efficient and effective manner? 

3. What improvements could be made to the existing system for performance management? 

The consultants defined ‘valid’ as being an objective which is consistent with the mission statement of the organisation, mutually supportive of the other key strategic objectives of the organisation and is attainable within the time period in question. 

Research Methodology

The research methodology involved the data collection and analysis, review of strategic objectives and annual business plans and an assessment of performance in their achievement, a review of the strategic planning process within the office including the system used for monitoring performance in the achievement of key strategic objectives and a series of consultations with key stakeholders. The researchers met with staff in the Valuation Office and consulted with users of its services. 

Report of the Expenditure Review

The report of the review contains an analysis of the valuation office incomes, expenditures and activities of the Valuation Office for the period 2001-2003. The report takes account of the public sector context within which the evaluation office operates. It describes the strategic planning process of the valuation office and appraises performance in the achievement of key objectives for the period under review. It also evaluates the current system used for performance monitoring in management. A summary of key stakeholders’ views on the quality of service provided by the office is presented. Key findings and recommendations are also made.

The consultants found that the key strategic objectives with the exception of finance were valid. On the question of whether a key strategic objective was being achieved in an efficient and objective manner, the consultants found that this was not the case. None of the key strategic objectives contained in the statement strategy 2001-2003 were achieved. The report notes that this answer is a serious injustice to the management and staff of the office who have made serious efforts to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the organisation. Performance in the achievement of key strategic objectives is almost entirely attributable to the industrial unrest of 2002. Changes have been made to transform the office into a modern responsive service organisation. The report finds that there are many positive features in the existing system for measuring, monitoring and reporting performance in the achievement of key strategic objectives. It identifies a number of weaknesses and makes recommendations for improvement. A number of recommendations relate to the planning process and the alignment of key objectives annual business plans, team and individual plans. Similarly some of the recommendations relate to the relationship between initiatives and key strategic objectives. 
ii) Review of the Health Research Board, 2004/05

The Health Research Board is a statutory body, established under the Health (corporate bodies) Act 1961. The statutory functions of the board are to:

1. Promote, assist, commission or conduct medical research, epidemiological research, health research, health services research.

2. To liaise and co-operate with other research bodies in Ireland or elsewhere in the promotion, commissioning or conducting of relevant research.

3. To undertake such other cognate functions as the Minister may from time to time determine.

The activities of the Health Research Board have expanded rapidly in recent years and its budget has trebled in the past 3 years. The number of whole time equivalent posts filled in the board in 2002 was 44. It also meets the salary costs of 16 research associates.
  

The HRB’s corporate strategy 2002-2006 sets out its role, vision and values, strategic objectives for the period 2002-2006, key performance indicators and arrangements for monitoring progress towards the achievement of the objectives of the HRB. Each division of the HRB has a detailed implementation plan to support the achievements of the objectives of the corporate strategy. The HRB’s annual business plan reflects the actions of the implementation plan for that year. Progress toward achieving objectives is monitored on a quarterly basis and reporting arrangements are in place with respect to the board. 

External Review

The corporate strategy provides for an external review of the extent to which the organisation is achieving its objectives on the basis of the indicators of performance outlined in the corporate strategy.
  The scope of the HRB review is to look at the whole organisation, including its governance. Preparations for the review began in early 2004 with the piloting of the proposed model for the review internally. The review process is currently underway and is expected to be completed in 2006. 

The HRB examined a number of models for the review. It consulted on the issue, including with the Department of Health and Children, and agreed to adapt the model in use in Irish universities. The main elements are self-assessment, a self-assessment report, review by an external team, report by the external team and report on quality improvement by the unit under review. 

Methodology for the review

The expert panel was chosen on the basis of its independence and expertise and, to the extent it is possible, its experience of conducting quality reviews. It includes members with expertise in health research policy and funding, public health research, health information systems and corporate services. The panel comprises national and international experts. The panel is chaired by Don Thornhill and comprises 6 other members who are expert in the fields of activity of the HRB. It comprises national and international members. 

The review involves a self-assessment report covering the work of the various divisions of the HRB and its governance. The business excellence model is used to generate this report. It examines the objectives and strategy of the HRB, the processes used to achieve these, and the results achieved. Staff surveys and stakeholder surveys and a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats) are undertaken as part of the self-assessment. The self-assessment report and the results of the surveys are assessed by the external review panel. The external review panel will undertake a 3-day site visit to the board and present a summary of its report to the Board at the end of the site visit. The review panel will prepare a final report which will form the basis for a quality improvement plan to be drawn up by the HRB. 

The outcomes of the review and the quality improvement plan will inform the preparation of the HRB’s Corporate Strategy 2007-2012. It is envisaged that the external review report and the quality improvement plan will be presented to the Minister for Health and Children and published on the HRB website.
iii) Interim Evaluation of Science Foundation Ireland programme
Science Foundation Ireland (SFI) was established in 2000 with an indicative budget of over €600m for the period 2000-2006. Its mission is to support strategic research of world class status in key areas of scientific research including niche areas of biotechnology and ICT in support of the long-term development of enterprise in Ireland. In 2005, The Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment requested Forfás to conduct an evaluation of the SFI programme to-date, given the importance of its specific mission, its potential strategic relevance to the economy and the need to plan for the next phase of economic development.  It was recognised that it was very early to try to measure the full impact of the SFI but that an assessment of progress and achievements to date could be done, with a view to making any necessary adjustments.

Scope of Evaluation

The evaluation considered the effectiveness of SFI in meeting its objectives; the appropriateness of its goals and objectives in the current context of the Irish research system and national science and technology policies, and its operational efficiency. It would cover the key areas of biotechnology, ICT and in general its funding mechanisms.

Evaluation Panel

An international panel, chaired by Prof. Richard Brook, Director of the Leverhulme Trust and former Chair of the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research Council, UK, was appointed by the Minister for Enterprise, Trade and Employment to undertake the evaluation. The panel was composed with a view to having independent, high level, internationally regarded expertise and experience in biotechnology and ICT, actively engaged in research, agency funding and, if possible, in evaluations of this kind. Six experts from Europe and the United States made up the panel.
 
The secretariat to the panel was provided by Forfas. The programme review was carried out over the period October 2004 - September 2005. Secretarial support and planning involved at least the equivalent of one senior full-time member of staff. 

Methodology for the evaluation 

The evaluation panel decided its methodology in consultation with Forfas. It involved the collation of documentation and preparation of a background report by the secretariat; the commissioning of three studies; a series of meetings/hearings with the main stakeholders and key SFI staff and visits by the panel to research teams and key researchers over 4/5 days. The studies assessed 1) SFI’s peer review process; 2) bibliometrics (research citations concerning SFI funded research); and 3) industry perceptions of SFI. In addition, all the leaders of research projects (principal investigators) who were not visited were invited by letter to give their views to the panel if they wished. The panel also established contacts with the chairman of the Higher Education Authority review of the PRTLI programme. 

Outcome of the Evaluation

The final report of the evaluation panel is due to be launched in December 2005 by the Minister for Enterprise, Trade and Employment. It contains conclusions and recommendations for action by the SFI, the Department and other relevant players in science and technology research. The reports of the three commissioned studies will also be published.

Appendix 1
Quality Assurance/Quality Improvement in Irish Higher Education and Training

I. General Principles of Good Practice

II. Principles of Good Practice for the conduct of Quality Assurance/Quality Improvement Reviews

Irish Higher Education Quality Network (IHEQN)

Introduction

The Irish Higher Education Quality Network consists of representatives of the Council of Directors of the Institutes of Technology, the Conference of Heads of Irish Universities, the Dublin Institute of Technology, the Higher Education Colleges Association, the Union of Students of Ireland, the Irish Universities Quality Board, the Higher Education Authority, the Higher Education and Training Awards Council, the National Qualifications Authority of Ireland and the Department of Education and Science.

The Network has reviewed the legislative requirements and procedures for quality assurance for the different institutions in the Irish higher education sector and has identified a set of common underpinning principles of Good Practice

The following principles are agreed by the Network as consonant with the legislative arrangements that govern quality assurance in the Irish Higher Education sector,
 and as conforming to the principles outlined in the Berlin Communiqué, and to the ‘Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area’, as developed by the European Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA), in co-operation with the European University Association (EUA), the European Association of Institutions in Higher Education (EURASHE) and the National Unions of Students in Europe (ESIB).

I.
General Principles of Good Practice

· The goal of quality assurance is quality improvement including the enhancement of the student experience, and quality assurance procedures reflect this

· The ownership and main responsibility of the quality assurance process resides with the provider – this is an essential condition for promoting internal quality cultures within higher education and training institutions

· All providers are responsible for the establishment of quality assurance procedures that are clear and transparent to all their stakeholders, including staff, students, external stakeholders and the general public, and which provide for the continuing evaluation of all academic and service departments and their activities

· Quality assurance procedures conform to international best practice and include self-evaluation, followed by review by persons who are competent to make national and international comparisons 

· Students, staff and other stakeholders must be involved in the quality assurance process

· Quality assurance procedures include appropriate measures to protect the integrity of the overall quality assurance process

· Quality assurance procedures ensure public accountability and transparency through the publication of the outcomes of the evaluations

· The quality assurance process facilitates continuous improvement through the implementation of findings of evaluations within the resources of higher education institutions

· Quality assurance procedures and their effectiveness are reviewed on a cyclical basis by independent experts and the outcomes of such reviews are published 

II.
Principles of Good Practice for the conduct of Quality Assurance/Quality Improvement reviews

Review Cycles

· The cycle length of quality reviews – whether they be programme-based, department/unit-based, or institution-based – may vary according to disciplinary or institutional needs.  In general, there is a tendency internationally to maintain a quinquennial review cycle.

· Bodies
 responsible for the activation and administration of quality reviews publish a schedule in advance of the commencement of any cycle of reviews.  In developing the schedule they adopt a flexible approach, consult with the institutions/entities that are to be reviewed and ensure that the latter are given reasonable notice of an impending review.

· Bodies responsible for the activation and administration of quality reviews publish clear and transparent procedures regarding the postponement or cancellation of scheduled reviews.

Self-Assessment

· Bodies responsible for the activation and administration of reviews publish clear and transparent guidelines for the conduct of the self-evaluation process in quality reviews.  These guidelines are sufficiently flexible to allow for the range and diversity of the review activities and ensure that creative and innovative approaches to self-evaluation are not discouraged.

· The self-evaluation process in quality reviews engages a wide-range of stakeholders including students, and review guidelines provide clear guidance on how this might be achieved.

· Self-assessment reports : 

· are analytical and reflective; 

· identify strengths, areas for improvements, opportunities and constraints;

· are concise and to the point.

· In line with current international practice, self-assessment reports are not published.

Composition of Peer Review Groups

· Peer Review Groups always count amongst their number independent, external experts who possess appropriate skills and are competent to perform their task, including, where appropriate, persons who are competent to make national and international comparisons. Where internal experts are included - in the case of some programme-based and department/unit based reviews - they are not closely associated with the programme or department/unit under review.  In the case of reviews of effectiveness of an institution’s quality assurance procedures, all Peer Review Group members are external experts.

· Bodies responsible for the activation and administration of reviews publish clear and transparent guidelines regarding the selection of reviewers.  These guidelines set out the criteria and process for selecting relevant experts.  The process for selecting reviewers guarantees their independence.

· Bodies responsible for the activation and administration of reviews publish clear and transparent guidelines regarding the responsibilities and duties of Peer Review Group members, and ensure that the latter are adequately briefed on these responsibilities and duties and about the contexts (including relevant legislation) in which the reviews are being undertaken.

· Where there are internal members on a Peer Review Group, they are comparable in standing to the external experts.

· Peer Review Group members are contacted only by the bodies responsible for the activation and administration of reviews during the review process, and never by the institution, department/unit or programme provider under review.

Site Visits

· The bodies responsible for the activation and administration of reviews publish schedules for review visits, including indicative timetables.

· The bodies responsible for the activation and administration of reviews publish criteria regarding the selection of staff, students and stakeholders with whom the Peer Review Group will meet, and information about the mechanisms for selection of such staff, students and stakeholders. The selection and composition of staff, student and stakeholder groups is such so as to ensure that the discussions proceed with candour and frankness.  The review process is at all times independent, impartial, rigorous, thorough, fair and consistent.
· The review procedures used during a site visit are sufficient to provide adequate evidence to support the findings and conclusions reached.

· When the Peer Review Groups meet with students and stakeholders, no employees of the entity under review are present.

Publication of Outcomes and Follow-up

· Bodies responsible for the activation and administration of reviews publish the outcomes of all reviews. Reports are written in a style which is clear and readily accessible to the intended readership. Any decisions, commendations or recommendations contained in reports are easy for a reader to find.

· Predetermined follow-up procedures exist for acting upon reports, implementing recommendations for action, or developing an action plan. These follow-up procedures are implemented consistently and are publicly available.

Appendix 1 – Network members: roles and functions in relation to quality assurance/quality improvement

The Council of Directors of the Institutes of Technology

The Council of Directors of Institutes of Technology enables the Directors of the thirteen Institutes of Technology to co-ordinate the work of the Institutes nationally, and resources the Management Teams in the discharge of their duties towards their respective Institutions.  Specifically, the Council assists in the development of a common position on higher education policy issues amongst Institutes, including in relation to quality assurance matters; and promotes and facilitates discussion and consultation between representatives of the Institutes and other educational and research bodies in Ireland on matters affecting or relevant to the Institutes.
Conference of Heads of Irish Universities
The Conference of Heads of Irish Universities (CHIU) is the representative body of the Heads of the seven Irish universities.  It is a non-profit making body with charitable status.  CHIU seeks to advance university education and research through the formulation and pursuit of collective policies and actions on behalf of the Irish universities, thereby contributing to Ireland’s social, cultural and economic well-being.  In recent years, the seven Irish Universities have co-operated in developing their quality assurance systems and in representing their approach nationally and internationally as a unique quality model appropriate to the need of the Irish Universities.  The legislative basis of these quality assurance systems emanates from Section 35 of the Universities Act 1997.  The autonomy of each university to determine its own quality assurance procedures under the act encourages and facilitates an emphasis on quality improvement, in line with the requirement in Section 35 of the Universities Act 1997 that quality assurance procedures be established with the aim of improving the quality of education and all related activities.  The quality framework in the Irish universities is the result of close collaboration between the universities and reflects the commitment of the Conference of Heads of Irish Universities to collective action in this important strategic area.
Dublin Institute of Technology

The Dublin Institute of Technology was established as an autonomous institution under the Dublin Institute of Technology Act 1992.  Under the provisions of this act and an Order by the Minister of Education in May 1997, the Institute has vested in it the statutory authority to make its own teaching and research awards up to and including doctoral degrees.  The responsibility for standards and quality assurance – as set out in section 11 of the Dublin Institute of Technology Act 1992 – resides with the Institute’s Academic Council which advises the Governing Body in the planning, co-ordination, development and overseeing of the educational work of the Institute.  Under section 39(1) of the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act 1999, the Institute is also required to agree its quality assurance procedures with the National Qualifications Authority of Ireland (NQAI).  Section 39 (3) of the Act requires the Authority to consider annually the findings arising out of the application of the Institute’s quality assurance procedures, while section 39 (4) requires the Authority to review periodically their effectiveness. The first such quality review, which was commissioned jointly by the DIT and the NQAI, is being undertaken by the European University Association in 2005.

Higher Education Colleges Association

The Higher Education Colleges Association (HECA) is a representative body of independent colleges in Ireland recognised by the Department of Education and Science, which promotes the interests of member colleges and cooperation between members in the fields of quality assurance, learner protection and consultation with government as regards education regulatory policy.  Its member colleges are institutions designated under the National Council for Educational Awards Act 1979.  The Association nominates at the request of the Minister for Education and Science a board member of the Higher Education and Training Awards Council.  Under the terms of the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act 1999 member colleges agree their quality assurance arrangements with that Council.

Union of Students of Ireland
The Union of Students in Ireland (USI) is the sole national representative body for students in Ireland. Founded in 1959, USI now represents more than 250,000 students in over forty colleges across Ireland. 
Irish Universities Quality Board
The Irish Universities Quality Board was established in 2002 by decision of the governing authorities of the Irish Universities in order to increase the level of inter-university co-operation in developing quality assurance procedures and processes, in line with best international systems. The governing authorities of the seven Irish universities voluntarily devolved to the IUQB the function, as defined under the Universities Act 1997 Section 35 (4), of arranging for the review of the effectiveness of the quality assurance procedures they have put in place. The first such review of quality assurance procedures, which was commissioned jointly by the IUQB and the Higher Education Authority (HEA), was undertaken by the European University Association in 2004-5. Working with the universities and the HEA, the IUQB develops and drives collaborative initiatives across the university sector, supporting the universities in their goal of achieving a culture of quality through continuous improvement in all their activities. It receives, reviews and comments on annual reports from each of the universities on their quality assurance and quality improvement activities, including recommendations for improvement. Based on these reports the IUQB maintains and promotes inter-university co-operation in quality assurance procedures and processes, organises a major conference each year in one of the universities on a theme related to quality improvement and, with the co-operation of the universities and funding from the HEA, organises sectoral projects in Teaching and Learning, Research and Strategic Planning/Management with the goal of establishing and publishing good practice guidelines in specific areas. At international level, the IUQB identifies international best practice in maintaining and improving quality, and promotes its adoption within the Irish university sector. The IUQB co-operates with international organisations through its participation in conferences, seminars and workshops in furthering the Bologna Process and the creation of the European Higher Education and Research areas.
Higher Education Authority

The Higher Education Authority (HEA) is the statutory planning and development body for higher education and research in Ireland and has wide advisory powers throughout the whole of the third-level education sector. In addition, it is the funding authority for the universities and a number of designated higher education institutions. Under the Universities Act 1997 (Section 49), the HEA is given the role of assisting the universities in achieving their objectives in relation to quality assurance and may review and report on the procedures established.  In undertaking a review of quality assurance procedures in the universities the HEA is required to consult with the National Qualifications Authority of Ireland (NQAI).  The first review of quality assurance procedures, which was commissioned jointly by the HEA and the Irish Universities Quality Board, was undertaken by the European University Association in 2004-5.  To complement the EUA review process the HEA appointed a High Level Reference Panel comprised of stakeholders external to the universities, to provide the EUA Review Teams with an Irish context to the review with particular reference to national social, economic and cultural needs and expectations, and to comment on the process at a sectoral level.  In the context of assisting the universities in achieving their objectives, the HEA allocates earmarked funding annually to the universities and designated institutions specifically in relation to quality assurance.
Higher Education and Training Awards Council
The Higher Education and Training Awards Council (HETAC) was established in 2001 under the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act 1999.  HETAC is the qualifications awarding body for the Institutes of Technology and other  higher education colleges and institutions outside the university sector.  Within this broad function, HETAC has particular responsibilities for setting standards for higher education and training awards; for validating higher education and training programmes; for ensuring that student assessment procedures are fair and consistent; and for ensuring that arrangements are in place in commercial education and training institutions to protect learners where programmes validated by HETAC cease to be provided.  Under the act, HETAC may also delegate the authority to make awards to the Institutes of Technology. With regard to quality assurance, the act requires providers of education and training programmes validated by HETAC, or to which the Council has delegated power to make awards, to establish quality assurance procedures and to agree those procedures with the Council. These procedures are monitored by HETAC an ongoing basis, and the Council is also required to review their effectiveness periodically.
National Qualifications Authority of Ireland
The National Qualifications Authority of Ireland (NQAI) was established in 2001. The Authority itself has three principal objects which are set out in the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act 1999: to establish and to maintain a national framework of qualifications; to establish the standards of awards of the further and higher education and training sectors, other than in the existing universities, and to promote the maintenance of those standards; and to promote and to facilitate access, transfer and progression throughout the span of education and training provision.  Its quality assurance functions relate primarily to the two awards Councils – the Further Education and Training Awards Council (FETAC) and the Higher Education and Training Awards Council (HETAC) – and the Dublin Institute of Technology.  With regard to the two Councils the Authority is responsible for establishing procedures for the performance by the Councils of their respective functions and also sets the overall standards of their awards (Sections 7 (b) and 8 (2) (c) of the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act 1999).  It also has a review role in relation to the performance by the Councils of their functions (Section 9).  While the Dublin Institute of Technology has the primary responsibility for the implementation of its quality assurance procedures, the Authority has a quality assurance review role in relation to these procedures (see above under Dublin Institute of Technology). The first such review, which is being undertaken by the European University Association on behalf of the Authority, is currently underway and is scheduled to be completed by the end of 2005.
Department of Education and Science
The Department of Education and Science has overall responsibility for the provision of education in Ireland, from primary education through to higher education.  The Department aims to provide high-quality education which will enable individuals to achieve their full potential and to participate fully as members of society; and contribute to Ireland's social, cultural and economic development.  Chief among its priorities are the promotion of equity and inclusion, quality outcomes and lifelong learning; planning for education that is relevant to personal, social, cultural and economic needs; and enhancement of the capacity of the Department for service delivery, policy formulation, research and evaluation.
Appendix 2 – Legislation underpinning quality assurance in Irish higher education and training

The following matrix sets out the statutory roles and responsibilities – as provided under the Universities Act, 1997 and the Qualifications (Education and Training) Act, 1999 - of the institutions and the awarding, funding and supervisory bodies, in relation to quality assurance in Irish higher education and training. 
Quality Assurance: Establishment of Procedures

	
	
	Established Universities
	Any Future

Universities
	Dublin Institute of Technology
	HETAC linked HE Institutions

	
	Legislative Provision
	Section 35 (1) of Universities Act
	Section 42 (1) of Qualifications Act
	Section 39 (1) of Qualifications Act
	Section 28 (1) of Qualifications Act

	ESTABLISHMENT OF PROCEDURES
	Ownership
	(1) A Governing Authority, in consultation with the academic council, shall, as soon as practicable after the governing authority is established under the Universities Act and at such other times as it thinks fit,
	(1) A relevant university, shall, as soon as practicable after the commencement of this chapter, 
	(1) The DIT, shall, as soon as practicable after the commencement of this part,
	(1) As soon as practicable after the commencement of this part and at such other times as HETAC thinks fit, 

	
	Consultation
	
	
	
	in consultation with the provider concerned.

	
	HE Institution 
	
	
	
	Recognised Institutions (including those to which authority has been Delegated by HETAC under Section 29 of the Qualifications Act to make awards in respect of a programme of higher education and training), and a provider of a programme of education and training whose programme has been validated under Section 25 of the Qualifications Act shall

	
	Procedures
	require the chief officer to establish procedures for quality assurance
	having regard to existing procedures, if any, establish procedures for quality assurance
	having regard to existing procedures, if any, establish procedures for quality assurance
	having regard to existing procedures, if any, establish procedures for quality assurance

	
	Objective
	aimed at improving the quality of education and related services provided by 
	for the purposes of further improving and maintaining the quality of education and training which is provided by
	for the purposes of further improving and maintaining the quality of education and training which is provided by 
	for the purposes of further improving and maintaining the quality of education and training which is provided, organised or procured by 

	
	HE Institution
	the university
	the relevant university concerned
	the DIT
	that provider as part of the programme concerned

	
	Agreement
	
	and shall agree those procedures with the NQAI.
	and shall agree those procedures with the NQAI.
	and shall agree those procedures with HETAC.


Quality Assurance: Evaluation Methods

	
	
	Established Universities
	Any Future

Universities
	Dublin Institute of Technology
	HETAC linked HE Institutions

	
	Legislative Provision 
	Section 35 (2) of Universities Act
	Section 42 (2) of Qualifications Act
	Section 39 (2) of Qualifications Act
	Section 28 (2) of Qualifications Act

	EVALUATION METHODS
	Cycle
	(2) The procedures shall include (a) the evaluation, at regular intervals and in any case not less than once in every 10 years
	(2) The procedures shall include

(a) evaluation at regular intervals and as directed from time to time by the NQAI
	(2) The procedures shall include

(a) evaluation at regular intervals and as directed from time to time by the NQAI
	(2) The procedures shall include

(a) evaluation at regular intervals and as directed from time to time by HETAC 

	
	Agreement
	or such longer period as may be determined by the university in agreement with the HEA
	
	
	

	
	Focus
	of each department and, where appropriate, faculty of the university and

Any service provided by the university
	of the programmes of education and training provided by the relevant university concerned
	of the programmes of education and training provided by DIT
	of the programmes of education and training concerned

	
	Self-Assessment
	by employees of the university in the first instance and
	
	
	

	
	Peer Review 
	persons, other than employees, who are competent to make national and international comparisons
	including evaluations by persons who are competent to make national and international comparisons in that respect
	including evaluations by persons who are competent to make national and international comparisons in that respect
	including evaluations by persons who are competent to make national and international comparisons in that respect

	
	Aspects
	on the quality of teaching and research and the provision of other services at university level and
	of the programmes of education and training provided by the relevant university concerned

(c) evaluation of services related to the programmes of education and training provided by that university, and
	of the programmes of education and training provided by DIT and

(c) evaluation of services related to the programmes of education and training provided by the Institute, and
	of the programme of education and training concerned

(c) evaluation of services related to that programme

	
	Stakeholders
	(b) assessment by those, including students, availing of the teaching, research and other services provided by the university,
	(b) evaluation by learners of programmes of education and training provided by that university 
	(b) evaluation by learners of programmes of education and training provided by DIT
	(b) evaluation by learners of that programme


Quality Assurance: Publication of Outcomes and Implementation of Recommendations

	
	
	Established Universities
	Any Future

Universities
	Dublin Institute of Technology
	HETAC linked HE Institutions

	
	Legislative Provision 
	Section 35 (2) of Universities Act (cont’d)
	Section 42 (2) of Qualifications Act (cont’d)
	Section 39 (2) of Qualifications Act (cont’d)
	Section 28 (2) of Qualifications Act (cont’d)

	PUBLICATION of OUTCOMES
	
	and shall provide for the publication in such form and manner as the governing authority thinks fit of findings arising out of the application of those procedures
	and shall provide for the publication in such form and manner as the NQAI thinks fit of findings arising out of the application of those procedures.
	and shall provide for the publication in such form and manner as the NQAI thinks fit of findings arising out of the application of those procedures.
	and shall provide for the publication in such form and manner as HETAC thinks fit of findings arising out of the application of those procedures.

	
	Legislative Provision 
	Section 35 (3) of Universities Act
	Section 42 (3) of Qualifications Act
	Section 39 (3) of Qualifications Act
	Section 28 (3) of Qualifications Act

	IMPLEMENTATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS
	
	(3) A governing authority shall implement any findings arising out of an evaluation carried out in accordance with procedures established under this section, unless, having regard to the resources available to the university or for any other reason, if would, in the opinion of the governing authority, be impractical or unreasonable to do so.
	(3) The NQAI shall consider the findings arising out of the application of procedures and may make recommendations to the relevant university 
	(3) The NQAI shall consider the findings arising out of the application of procedures and may make recommendations to the DIT 
	(3) HETAC shall consider the findings arising out of the application of procedures and may make recommendations to the provider of the programme concerned

	
	HE Institution
	
	which that university shall implement.
	Which DIT shall implement.
	which that provider shall implement.

	
	Legislative Provision 
	Section 40 (5) of the Qualifications Act

	
	HEA
	(5) In performing its functions under Section 35 of the Universities Act, the HEA shall 

	
	Consultation
	consult with the NQAI.


Quality Assurance: Review of Procedures in established Universities

	
	
	Established Universities

	
	Legislative Provision
	Section 49 (b) of the Universities Act

	REVIEW OF PROCEDURES
	Initiator
	The HEA, in furtherance of its general functions under section 3 of the HEA Act shall assist the universities in achieving the objectives of Chapters IV, VII and VIII of Part III

	
	Review
	and may review the procedures established in accordance with section 35 and may

	
	Consultation
	following consultation with the universities

	
	
	(under the aegis of IUQB)

	
	Publication
	publish a report, in such form and manner as it thinks fit, of the outcome of any such review.

	
	Legislative Provision 
	Section 40 (5) of the Qualification Act

	
	Initiator
	(5) In performing its functions under Section 49(b) of the Universities act, the HEA shall

	
	Partner
	consult with the NQAI.


Quality Assurance: Format of the Review of the Effectiveness of Procedures

	
	
	Established Universities
	Any Future Universities
	Dublin Institute of Technology
	HETAC linked HE Institutions

	
	Legislative Provision
	Section 35 (4) of Universities Act
	Section 42 (4) of Qualifications Act
	Section 39 (4) of Qualifications Act
	Section 28 (4) of Qualifications Act

	REREVIEW OF EFEFECTIVENESS OF PRPROCEDURES
	Ownership
	(4) A Governing Authority, shall, 
	(4) The NQAI shall, 
	(4) The NQAI shall, 
	(4) HETAC shall, from time to time

	
	Cycle
	from time to time, and in any case at least every 15 years, having regards to the resources available to the university
	Within five years of the commencement of this Chapter, and thereafter from time to time as it may determine but in any case not more than once in every three years and not less than once in every seven years,
	within five years of the commencement of this part, and thereafter from time to time as it may determine but in any case not more than once in every three years and not less than once in every seven years,
	and as directed by the NQAI from time to time,

	
	Consultation
	and having consulted with the HEA
	in consultation with the relevant university concerned,
	in consultation with DIT,
	in consultation with the provider of a programme of education and training

	
	Delegated body
	and where it has voluntarily delegated authority to IUQB in relation to

(a) the protocols for and

(b) the agencies responsible for arranging
	
	
	

	
	Review
	a review of the effectiveness of the procedures provided for by this section 
	review the effectiveness of the procedures
	review the effectiveness of the procedures
	review the effectiveness of the procedures

	
	Implementation
	and the implementation of the findings arising out of the application of those procedures.
	and the implementation by that university of the findings arising out of the application of those procedures.
	and the implementation by DIT of the findings arising out of the application of those procedures.
	and the implementation by the provider concerned of the findings arising out of the application of those procedures.




Quality Assurance: Publication arising from a Review of the Effectiveness of Procedures

	
	
	Established Universities
	Any Future Universities
	Dublin Institute of Technology
	HETAC linked HE Institutions

	
	Legislative Provision
	Section 35 (5) of Universities Act
	Section 42 (5) of Qualifications Act
	Section 39 (5) of Qualifications Act
	Section 28 (5) of Qualifications Act

	PUBLICATION
	Body responsible
	(5) A governing authority, in a report prepared in accordance with Section 41, shall publish the results of a review of the effectiveness of the procedures. 
	(5) The NQAI shall publish in such form and manner as it thinks fit the results of a review of the effectiveness of the procedures
	(5) The NQAI shall publish in such form and manner as it thinks fit the results of a review of the effectiveness of the procedures 
	(5) HETAC shall

report to and publish the results of a review of the effectiveness of the procedures

	
	Body prescribing format 
	
	
	
	in such manner as the NQAI thinks fit

	
	Views of HE institution
	
	and shall include in the publication the views, if any, of the relevant university concerned.
	and shall include in the publication the views, if any, of DIT.
	and shall include in a report or publication the views, if any, of the provider concerned.

	
	Legislative Provision
	Section 41 (2) of the Universities Act

	
	By Governing Authority
	(2) The governing authority shall publish the report in such form as it thinks fit and shall provide the Minister with a copy 

	
	By Minister
	and the Minister shall cause a copy of the report to be laid before each House of the Oireachtas as soon as practicable after it is received by him or her.


Appendix 2
Stages in the expenditure review process, Expenditure Review Initiative (2002/04) 

The stages in the expenditure review process are as follows:

1. Departments/Offices identify topics for review when invited to do so by the ERCSC. In accordance with criteria laid down by the Government, the focus is upon topics that are significant and relevant, and that involve major policy issues or significant levels of expenditure.

2. Finalisation of review topics following consultations with Public Expenditure Division, Department of Finance.

3. Approval of Departments’/Offices’ expenditure review plans by the ERCSC.

4. Steering Committee created within Department/Office to oversee each review.

5. A high level committee, or alternatively the Department’s/Office’s MAC, takes responsibility for the progress of the various expenditure reviews being undertaken.

6. Steering Committee draws up terms of reference in line with template provided by the ERCSC; approved by the Secretary General following consultation with Public Expenditure Division, Department of Finance.

7. Carrying out of review: identifying and reviewing objectives; data collection; analysis; report preparation, etc.

8. Penultimate draft of report is submitted to Quality Assessor selected from central Panel of Independent Evaluation Experts; quality assessment is discussed with Steering Committee prior to finalization.

9. Changes made, as appropriate, to draft report.

10. Sign-off report by Secretary General/Head of Office; ideally, a statement setting out the Department’s response to the report should be prepared at this stage; where appropriate, the Report should be submitted to the Minister and/ or the Government.

11. Laying of report (and departmental response) before both Houses of the Oireachtas; publication on website of Department/Office; submission to Department of Finance and ERCSC; a copy of the quality assessment is also forwarded to the ERCSC.

12. ERCSC holds rolling series of meetings with Secretaries General/Heads of Office to review progress in implementing expenditure review recommendations and the impact of the ERI generally.

Appendix 3
Template Terms of Reference for Expenditure Review

The following are template terms of reference for an Expenditure Review issued by the Expenditure Review Central Steering Committee. They are not definitive as the substance of each review will be different.

“The Public Service Management Act, 1997 and the Comptroller and Auditor General (Amendment) Act, 1993 set the background for expenditure review as regards the achievement of economy, efficiency and effectiveness, and the maintenance of adequate systems, practices and procedures for the purpose of evaluating effectiveness (VFM). The review of Programme X will:

1) Identify programme objectives.

2) Examine the current validity of those objectives and their compatibility with the overall strategy of the Department controlling programme X.

3) Define the outputs associated with the programme activity and identify the level and trend of those outputs.

4) Examine the extent that the programme’s objectives have been achieved, and comment on the effectiveness with which they have been achieved.

5) Identify the level and trend of costs and staffing resources associated with programme X and thus comment on the efficiency with which it has achieved its objectives.

6) Evaluate the degree to which the objectives warrant the allocation of public funding on a current and ongoing basis and examine the scope for alternative policy or organisational approaches to achieving these objectives on a more efficient and/or effective basis (e.g. through international comparison.)

7) Specify potential future performance indicators that might be used to better monitor the performance of programme X.”

An expenditure review should not, as a general rule, recommend an increased resource allocation for the programme concerned. Where, in exceptional circumstances, it is proposed to recommend such an increase, the Department’s/Office’s overall Steering Committee (or MAC) should be consulted in advance and should identify possible savings and/or additional income on other lower priority programmes (for the Department/Office concerned or another public body) that would be sufficient to meet the additional costs involved: full details of these offsetting measures should be included in the review report.

Part III

Main findings and issues arising 
This section draws together some of the main findings and issues arising from the overview of national and international practice which are relevant to the review to be undertaken of the performance by HETAC of its functions. It draws on the examples and practice described in Parts I and II on external review of agencies, review arrangements for quality assurance/accreditation agencies, international guidelines and standards that apply to such agencies, and practice in Ireland. The overview did not address in detail the concept of quality assurance itself or specific quality tools (e.g. ISO 2000, European Foundation for Quality Management – EFQM) which are used in the private and the public sectors.

There are relatively few published commentaries of external reviews of quality assurance agencies in higher education. The papers presented to the INQAAHE 1999 biennial conference
 and the ENQA workshop (Sitges, 2003) on evaluations of quality assurance agencies in higher education provide some reflections on the process. Lee Harvey (1999)
 and Tibor Szanto (2005)
 identify the main issues and types of review that are generally undertaken. The report on the evaluation of SERTEC and the Quality Promotion Unit, South Africa, 2000 (see part II above) contains a useful discussion on issues and criteria for evaluating quality assurance agencies.
 Its findings are also incorporated into the discussion below. 

This section aims to identify the key issues to be taken into account in the external review
 of quality assurance agencies in higher education. In general, it can be said that the concept of external evaluation appears to be well accepted practice, and in the Irish case, is not limited to higher education bodies. Szanto (2005) and others note that reviews are generally well-received by the agencies evaluated. They are an important means to assure and enhance the quality of their operations. They can lead to changes in objectives, focus of activities and the development of feedback mechanisms and communications by the agency. They can identify changes in the external policy environment that impinge on an agency’s operations. They are an important in assisting agencies in attuning their quality approach to shifts in the focus of quality in the institutions they review to take account of new and emerging challenges. Examples of this are the shift in emphasis from developing a quality culture to quality improvement; and consideration of particular issues such as distance learning and student engagement.

The public policy context in which the evaluation takes place has a large bearing on the incidence and type of review undertaken. For example, sufficient time may need to pass before an agency review is deemed appropriate; and different parts of agency operations may be reviewed rather than the agency as a whole. In the US, there is a long tradition of systematic review and accreditation of quality assurance agencies. The process is voluntary and involves a mix of external peer review (e.g. for members of the Council on Higher Education Accreditation) and federal review for funding purposes [by US Department of Education (USDE)]. Notwithstanding the voluntary and systematic nature of review, the key elements of self-reporting (on criteria set by CHEA or the USDE), site visits and external report that are used here are generally a feature of external reviews of other quality assurance agencies. The practice of external review of quality assurance agencies elsewhere in the world is a more recent phenomenon.

Harvey (1999) identifies three kinds of systematic analyses of quality assurance agency evaluation: self-evaluation by the agency; independent evaluation initiated by agency or parent body; independent evaluation by a person, institution or research centre as a once-off or part of research programmes in higher education. These different approaches can be identified in examples given in Parts I and II above. The focus here is on issues that arise for external reviews. 

1. National and international context of review
The scope and purpose of external reviews is shaped by the national and international context within which agencies operate. This includes the public policy context, education policy context, legislative context and, increasingly, the international context. Reviews may be prompted by crises, changes in the policy environment, accountability requirements, new or significant changes envisaged for agency operations or may occur after a fixed period or cycle of agency operations. At the international level, the European standards and guidelines and the INQAAHE guidelines of good practice are generally taken into consideration in developing terms of reference for reviews undertaken or planned since those standards were agreed. The introduction of the European standards and guidelines (2005) and the timeframe for compliance with them have encouraged some quality assurance agencies to plan for external review. 

In the Irish case, it may be appropriate to take account of the wider public policy environment, public accountability requirements and practice as well as developments in quality assurance review in higher education. Expenditure reviews, noted in Part II above, focus on performance in addition to value for money considerations. Agency reviews such as the on-going Health Research Board review (which explicitly followed the university quality assurance model), and the reviews of effectiveness of quality assurance in higher education (the EUA review of the universities and on-going review of the DIT) involve external review, self-evaluation, user or stakeholder surveys and follow-up processes. The Irish Higher Education Quality Network principles of good practice for the conduct of quality assurance/quality improvement are also relevant. 

2. Terms of reference

Szanto (2005) and others engaged in agency reviews state that the terms of reference for external review should be clear and unequivocal. They need to be clear to the external review panel, the agency and stakeholders. Clarity about what is and what is not included in the review also helps the agency prepare its self-evaluation report. Dialogue between the commissioning body and/or agency and external review panel at the outset of the review process helps to clarify terms of reference. Unless the review is part of a regular systematic review, the terms of reference are generally drawn up by the body that commissions the review, usually in consultation with key stakeholders.

Reviews differ in the degree of prescription that is set out in the terms of reference.
 Generally they cover objectives, scope of review, review process and follow-up. In the US, the procedures for recognition can be viewed as a proxy for such terms of reference. With respect to reviews undertaken by the CHEA, agencies must provide evidence of how they advance academic quality, demonstrate accountability, encourage change and improvement, employ fair processes and reassess accreditations practices. The USDE sets out a list of compliance criteria covering, for example, administration, review, standards and procedures. In New Zealand, the NZQA audits of auditing bodies with delegated authority for quality assurance focus on improvement, effectiveness and compliance with standards and conditions for delegated authority.
3.  Aims and objectives of review

Reviews may have a number of objectives. In some cases, such as the New Zealand Universities Academic Audit Unit, evaluations have taken place at the end of an evaluation cycle undertaken by the agency concerned toward higher education institutions. The purpose of the review is generally to review and assess past activities, consider the appropriateness of the current role of the agency, and advise or recommend future directions for the agency. Harvey (1999) finds that evaluations serve a range of purposes including: feasibility studies or evaluations of pilots; modifications to an existing process; evaluations of effectiveness or fundamental review of impact on the sector. Reviews may assess effectiveness or performance in meeting objectives; impact of the agency, compliance (e.g. with government policy); accountability and improvement. The specific purpose of the review needs to be clear to especially the agency and the external panel. 

Szanto (2005) finds that while the external evaluation may not be explicitly defined as being part of the (internal) quality assurance processes of the agency concerned, in practice, reviews generally aim to improve quality within the agency concerned. The European standards and guidelines for quality assurance in higher education also point to this. Others engaged in agency reviews note the importance of examining the internal quality culture of the agency and its policy approach to quality in the institutions within its remit. They also consider that external reviews should mirror the quality assurance processes agencies themselves follow with respect to education institutions, i.e. they should be just as rigorous and should address the same range of quality issues.
The extent to which the quality assurance agency complies with ENQA or INQAAHE standards/guidelines is a consideration in the preparations for reviews of agencies which are members of those bodies. However, this may not be the sole purpose of review.

The organisation and structures of the agency itself may also be assessed for ‘fitness for purpose’. This seems particularly appropriate when the agency is nearing the completion of a cycle of activities, when its mandate or functions are expected to change directly, or when it has taken on significant new roles in the period under review e.g. the 1997 external review of the Evaluation Centre in Denmark was timed to inform plans for a restructuring of evaluation with respect to all areas of education. 
4. Scope of review

In general, reviews concern the functions and objectives of the agency concerned. These include the legislative mandate of the agency and its own objectives as set out in strategic or corporate plans. The appropriateness of procedures, organisational structures and practices has also been assessed in evaluations of, for example, the 
New Zealand Universities Academic Audit Unit (1997 and 2001) and EVA (2005). Accreditation and recognition arrangements in the US focus in general on compliance (USDE) and quality (CHEA).

The more recent reviews of quality assurance agencies, such as those being undertaken with respect to the Australian Universities Quality Agency and EVA in Denmark also address the extent to which the agencies comply with the INQAAHE code of good practice and the (then proposed) European standards and guidelines for quality assurance agencies respectively.

It should be noted that quality assurance agencies operate with different mandates and many are involved in areas other than quality assurance. In general, the whole set of activities of the agency concerned is captured in agency reviews. Likewise, if the scope of the agency’s quality assurance policies include quality improvement or quality enhancement, then it appears appropriate that the review of the agency should also address quality improvement and enhancement. Reviews also tend to include recommendations for future direction of the agency or policy recommendations. 
5. Organisation of review

Reviews tend to be commissioned either by the agency itself or by an external body which has oversight of the agency. The issue that arises here is that the review should be conducted independently of the agency and that there should not be any conflict of interest with respect to the overall organisation and direction of the review process. The review must be independent and be seen to be so. This also arises where the commissioning body and the agency are closely related. For this reason, external secretariats tend to be appointed for the overall management of reviews. This has been the case with respect to EVA (2005) and the Australian Universities Quality Agency (2005). 

6. Role of Secretariat

It is not always clear from the documentation on reviews whether the secretariat function has been entirely contracted out to a third party (this is not necessary, where, as in the US and New Zealand systems, external bodies have a dedicated role to review quality assurance agencies). Arrangements for the appointment of external secretariats vary from case to case. EVA (2005) itself decided to request its Swedish counterpart to act as external secretariat. The AUQA (2005) tendered for the provision of an external secretariat for its review. The Hungarian Accreditation Committee (HAC, 1999/2000) also tendered for an external secretariat.

The role of the secretariat generally includes the appointment of the external expert panel, the organisation of site visits, the collection of relevant documentation, and the drafting of the panel report. The secretary to the external panel generally acts as rapporteur. He/she may also be a full panel member or may be an observer to the panel and is present at all key meetings and visits.
7. External panel 

In general, the composition of the external panel reflects the objectives of the review and the functions of the agency under review. Persons are appointed on the basis of their expertise in the areas under review. In respect of quality assurance, this refers to 

·  expertise from the fields of evaluation/accreditation/quality assurance,

·  higher education and other sectors of education, where relevant,

·  national and international expertise/experience. 

In reviews of quality assurance agencies and others concerning, for example, publicly funded agencies in Ireland (SFI programme and the HRB), the expertise and standing of the panel members in the policy area and functional area under review were deemed critical to the success of the review. Some panels have been entirely composed of international members (HAC, 1999/2000 and SFI programme, 2005), though a mix of national and international members tends to be the general practice. Many of those involved in the review process highlight the need for credibility and legitimacy in the composition of the panel. They point to the need for it to have, within its membership, a good understanding of the national context within which the agency operates. Szanto (2005) notes that the values and paradigms held by panel members have an influence on the review and might usefully be taken into account when composing it. This underlines the importance of mutual understanding of the terms of reference and use of key concepts such as quality and accreditation in the review.

The number of panel numbers varies, although five tends to be the usual size of the panel. The position of chair of the panel is generally deemed to be critical to its success. In general, the chair may either be a national or international person that is well regarded and expert in the key areas/objectives to be considered in the review. 

The external panel, it would appear, generally decides on its own methodology. It usually undertakes a review of documentation, site visits, and carries out interviews. It may organise a process of submissions, or may conduct case studies of the performance by the agency concerned of its key functions. Szanto (2005) considers that the external panel should endeavour to carry out both qualitative and quantitative investigations. He suggests that the views expressed to the panel in the review process should be checked against available data. He also finds that a deep knowledge and understanding of the operation of the agency and the education system and quality assurance system within which it operates is essential for a thorough external evaluation. This can be achieved through the knowledge and experience of the panel members and/or the availability of high-quality documentation to the panel. 

8. Methodology for review

Most evaluations consist of the following elements:

1. A self-evaluation review by the agency

2. A site visit by the external panel

3. Draft report by the external panel

4. Final report by the external panel

5. Follow up to the report

An initial exchange of views between the external panel and the agency under review may be undertaken - this facilitates familiarisation for international members, in particular, and clarification of the process and objectives of review. 

8.1 Self-evaluation
In general, self-evaluation is a key element of external review. In quality assurance reviews, the self-evaluation report is the key document relied upon by the external review panel and has a critical bearing on the overall review.
 Usually, an internal self-evaluation committee is set up to oversee the process. It undertakes staff surveys, a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Strengths (SWOT) analysis, user surveys and completes the self-evaluation report. 

It appears from the documentation that the agency itself decides on the detailed methodology to be followed in developing the self-evaluation report. The report setting out the European standards and guidelines contains suggestions for this (see part I above). In the US, both the USDE and CHEA set out what must be covered in it. The extent to which ab initio stakeholder or user surveys are needed depends on, for example, what feedback mechanisms are already in place in the agency concerned. The results of these are made available to the panel. Surveys tend to cover issues such as general satisfaction with the agency; costs/benefits of the agency to its stakeholders; appropriateness of standards and processes of agency; agency effectiveness (including follow-up to any feedback systems and reporting processes) and impact. 

8.2 Site-visit

The agency under review is visited by the expert panel in order to verify the findings of the self-evaluation report and other relevant documentation. The site visit includes discussions with agency staff, and generally includes meetings/hearings with main stakeholders and key personnel who assist the agency in its activities e.g. in the case of accreditation and quality assurance, chairs of relevant panels are met by the external panel. The main stakeholders include those from higher education institutions which come with the remit of the agency under review, professional bodies and relevant ministries. Semi-structured interviews may centre on questions like what does the agency do well, what does it not do well, how can it do better and what should it do in the future?.
The length and number of visits undertaken by a review panel are related to the scope of the review, the number and diversity of stakeholders involved, but also the familiarity of the panel members with the context for the review. The panel may provide a preliminary oral report on its findings at the end of the site visit to the agency.
8.3 External panel report

In general, a draft report from the external panel is completed after the site visit and circulated to the agency and, where relevant, the body that commissioned the review. In some cases, the agency can only comment on errors of fact that arise whilst in other cases the draft report may be discussed with the panel. In the case of the former, it is generally the case that the agency under review issues a formal response to the final report and indicates follow-up action that it intends to take. In some cases, comments may also be invited from body that commissions the review and interested parties/stakeholders. Following the receipt of comments on the draft report, the final report is drawn up by the review panel. In cases where the review of quality assurance agencies is systematic, an appeals process is available to the agency (e.g. USDE).

The final reports of reviews differ in terms of scope, length and style, but tend to follow a similar structure. They usually involve an executive summary, an introduction and background, findings, conclusions and recommendations. The length of the final report may be specified in the terms of reference. In some cases, the main themes of the evaluation are discussed separately and recommendations made for each of them. Appendices to the report generally provide information on the terms of reference for the review, information on panel members, overall structure of the review, background information on the agency and the context in which it operates.

The final report of the external panel is generally published, with the exception of cases where reviews are systematic e.g. US, NZQA. In some cases, the self-evaluation report is also published (e.g. EVA, 2005). However, this is not the case for institutional reviews of quality assurance (nor was it the case with respect to the two reviews of effectiveness of quality assurance procedures in the universities and DIT in Ireland, 2004/05). In reviews of quality assurance agencies in higher education, publication arrangements tend to mirror the publication arrangements with respect to the quality assurance activities of the agency itself vis-à-vis education institutions. 

9.  Follow-up to review

In general, the steps to be taken in follow-up to the completion of a review are decided in advance of the commencement of the review. In some cases, the follow-up process was or is not fully clarified for particular reviews - however, a number of commentators and those involved in agency reviews underline the importance of this stage. There is no common structure for the follow-up stage of external review. To some extent, this depends on the specific policy/operational context of the agency. The follow-up stage can involve: 

· publication and dissemination of the report of the review. This can be done through seminars and conferences and perhaps by in-house seminars by the agency under review. 

· decision on and publication by the agency under review of measures to be taken by the agency in response to the findings and recommendations of the review report. This could include a follow-up plan by the agency or incorporation of actions into its next cycle of activities. In some cases, bodies other than the agency may also have a role in monitoring the implementation of recommendations. Where a review is commissioned by an external body, it may also issue a public response to the review.
In the case of EVA (2005), it will draw up a response to the evaluation report which will set out the measures that it intends to take in relation to the report’s recommendations and findings. This response will be completed and published within six months of the completion of the panel’s report. In the case of the NZQA audits, while publication of reports and responses has not been a feature of reviews to-date, the agency reviewed is required to respond within a set time period. The NZQA also monitors its response and can take corrective action in the case of non-compliance. 

It appears that, in general, the findings of reports are taken into account in future planning by the agency concerned and/or by the commissioning body for the report with respect to the issues under review. Where the review mirrors the approach used by the agency itself with respect to its quality assurance role, follow-up also follows suit. For example, if education institutions are required to issue a follow-up plan, then it is appropriate that the agency itself would also do so. In conclusion, a balanced approach needs to be taken to follow-up that respects the autonomy of the agency under review, on the one hand, and the credibility and effectiveness of the review process, on the other. 
10. Success factors
A number of commentators and those engaged in reviews of quality assurance agencies highlight the following issues as being critical to the success of an external review:

1. An early statement from the commissioning body to the agency concerned that an external review is to take place

2. Clear and unequivocal terms of reference

3. Clear timescales for the completion of the various steps in the evaluation process.

4. The review panel should comprise people with expertise in the areas relevant to the review. They must be impartial.

5.  An external secretariat should ideally be responsible for organising the review particularly where the body commissioning the review is closely linked to the agency to be reviewed or where the agency itself commissions the review.

6. The issues of time, commitment and engagement required by the panel and the agency under review should be taken into account in determining the approach to and timescale for the external review.

7. There should be a common understanding of the terms of reference and of key concepts to be used in the external review, for example, quality assurance, accreditation, quality improvement. 

8. High-quality documentation should be available to the external panel, and this should include stakeholder surveys. 

9. The follow-up to the review is an integral part of the review process. The outcomes of the process can be improved by bringing the preparation, process and follow-up stages more closely together.  
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� This note is based on discussions with EVA staff and information on its website � HYPERLINK "http://www.eva.dk" ��www.eva.dk� An English language summary of the evaluation report is also on the site.





� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.eva.dk" ��www.eva.dk�


� The panel comprised: Henrik Tvarnö (chair), Se�cretary General of the Danish Folketing, Sigbrit Franke, Uni�versity Chancellor and Director General of the Swedish Na�tional Agency for Higher Education, Kirsi Lindroos, Director General of the National Finnish Board of Education, and Rolf Sandahl, Head of Department, The Swedish National Finan�cial Management Authority. Eva Åström, Project Manager at Högskoleverket has been the panel’s secretary and been re�sponsible for the implementation of the evaluation.


� Details concerning the terms of reference and tender for the secretariat for the review of the AUQA are available on the website � HYPERLINK "http://www.auqa.edu.au" ��www.auqa.edu.au�





� The main documents are available on � HYPERLINK "http://www.mab.hu/english/index.htm" ��www.mab.hu/english/index.htm� . See also Tibor Szantos, ‘On the external evaluation of the Hungarian Accreditation Committee’, ENQA Newsletter, No.4, May 2001.


� In the case of the HAC, the self evaluation report was deemed to have had a limited ownership and was not of sufficiently high quality for the evaluation panel. The self evaluation report was amended and expanded following discussions with the evaluation panel (CRE evaluation of the Hungarian Accreditation Committee, Hungarian Accreditation Committee, 2000, executive summary) – see previous footnote. 


� The NZVCC is the statutory body with responsibility for standards and qualifications in the universities sector. For the AAU’s history and operations its website: www.aau.ac.nz.


� A sub-committee of the NZVCC, the Committee on the University Academic Programmes (CUAP), accredits and approves new courses and programmes. The NZQA has a role in setting the criteria which must be applied by the CUAP, and in setting university entrance standards.


� This note is based on Philip Meade and David Woodhouse, ‘Evaluating the effectiveness of the New Zealand Universities Academic Audit Unit: Review and Outcomes’, Quality in Higher Education, Volume 6:1, 2000. It also contains the terms of reference for the review and lists the main findings.


� Its role is set out in the Education Sector Review (2005) p. 56, � HYPERLINK "http://www.ssc.govt.nz/display/document.asp?DocID=4629" ��http://www.ssc.govt.nz/display/document.asp?DocID=4629�


� An overview of arrangements is provided in the Education Sector Review, Annex 4.


� The Institutes of Technology and Polytechnics Quality (ITP Quality) is the relevant operational body of the ITPNZ. The Colleges of Education Accreditation (CEAC) is the operational body of the Association of Colleges of Education in New Zealand  (ACENZ). In late 2005, only two colleges of education were in operation, the others having merged with universities.  ACENZ/CEAC returned the delegation held for the colleges of education sector to NZQA in December 2005


� The Approvals, Accreditation and Audit Unit registers providers (ensuring they can provide high quality education and training in a sound and safe learning environment); approves courses for quality and accredits providers (ensuring that they are capable of running an approved course). Providers must be registered and accredited in order for their students to be able to gain credit for unit standards on the Framework. See www.nzqa.govt.nz/for-providers/aaa/overview.html


� This could include for example, government priorities on learner achievement or the implementation of credit recognition and transfer.


� In 1998, the government considered transferring responsibility for the framework to the proposed Quality Assurance Agency of New Zealand (1998, white paper, Tertiary Education in New Zealand: policy directions for the 21st Century). These proposals did not carry the day.


� The 1999 government White Paper suggested that the NQZA role be significantly reduced. However, a new government confirmed the existing role of the NZQA rather than that proposed in the white paper.


� This was conducted by the State Services Commission – see http://www.ssc.govt.nz/


� The Education Sector Review (below) notes that and this has impacted on the performance of the Authority (p.40).


� http://www.ssc.govt.nz/display/document.asp?NavID=82&DocID=4629


� See details of follow-up in Cabinet paper and Media Statement from Minister of State Services, 18 July 2005, � HYPERLINK "http://www.ssc.govt.nz/display/document.asp?DocID=4629" ��http://www.ssc.govt.nz/display/document.asp?DocID=4629�


� NZQA commits to culture change, 4 August 2005, � HYPERLINK "http://www.nzqa.govt.nz/news/releases/040805.html" ��www.nzqa.govt.nz/news/releases/040805.html�. These actions are also contained in the Authority’s Statement of Intent (2005-2008), August 2005 (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.nzqa.govt.nz" ��www.nzqa.govt.nz� ).





� Assessing the emerging impact of the transitional phase of audits and their effectiveness, assessing the cost of the transitional phase and projecting costs beyond 2006, reviewing the wider and changing context within which the QAF operates, assessing how far the revised QAF is providing institutions and the sector as a whole with useful information about institutional quality assurance processes and quality enhancement, assessing how far the revised QAF is providing students, employers and others with useful information about quality and standards.


� Report of the review group, review of the quality assurance framework, phase 1 outcomes, July 2005. The report is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www.hefce.ac.uk" ��www.hefce.ac.uk�. 


� The costs and benefits of external review of quality assurance in higher education, a report by JM Consulting Ltd. To HEFCE, Universities UK, SCOP, the DfES and the Quality Assurance Framework Review Group, available on the HEFCE website, www.hefce.ac.uk


� The draft of the strategic plan 2006-11 is available for consultation. See QAA website � HYPERLINK "http://www.qaa.ac.uk/news/consultation/default.asp" ��www.qaa.ac.uk/news/consultation/default.asp�





� W. Massey (1999) Teaching and Learning Quality Process Review, what has the program achieved in Hong Kong?, � HYPERLINK "http://www.ugc.edu.hk/eng/ugc/publication/prog/tlqpr/tlqpr_chile.htm" ��www.ugc.edu.hk/eng/ugc/publication/prog/tlqpr/tlqpr_chile.htm�. TLQPR review team (August 1999), a campaign for quality: Hong Kong teaching and learning quality process review, � HYPERLINK "http://www.ugc.edu.hk/eng/ugc/publican/prog/tlqpr/tlq_fr_r.htm" ��www.ugc.edu.hk/eng/ugc/publican/prog/tlqpr/tlq_fr_r.htm�. 


� The 60-page report of the evaluation of SERTEC and the Quality Promotion Unit (June 2000) is available on � HYPERLINK "http://education.pwv.gov.za/CHE/Reports/SERTEC.htm" ��http://education.pwv.gov.za/CHE/Reports/SERTEC.htm� 


� For an overview of its activities for 2005 and 2006, see Communiqué on plans and activities for 2005/2006, April 2005, available on the Council on Higher Education Quality Committee website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.che.ac.za" ��www.che.ac.za�





� Council for Higher Education Accreditation (2002) Testimony of Dr. Judith Eaton before the Committee on Education and the Workforce in regard to assuring quality and accountability in post-secondary education: assessing the role of accreditation, � HYPERLINK "http://www.chea.org/Government/index.asp" ��http://www.chea.org/Government/index.asp� She provides an overview and history of accreditation in the US and issues and challenges facing it.


� Council for Higher Education Accreditation (2002) Testimony of Dr. Charles M. Cook before the committee on education and the workforce in regard to assuring quality and accountability in post-secondary education: assessing the role of accreditation, � HYPERLINK "http://www.chea.org/Government/index.asp" ��http://www.chea.org/Government/index.asp� . This considers regional accrediting bodies in higher education.





� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.wascsenior.org/wasc/Doc_Lib/Proposal%20on%20External%20Review.doc" \t "_blank" �Proposal for the External Review of the ACSCU� under publications, WASC website: http://www.wascsenior.org/wasc/.


� See CHEA Recognition of accrediting organisations, policy and procedures, at � HYPERLINK "http://www.chea.org/recognition/recognition.asp" ��www.chea.org/recognition/recognition.asp� Changes to these are currently being discussed.


� The Committee is made up of institutional representatives, accreditors and public members.


� Further details on the accreditation process are available from the website of the US Department of Education, www.ed.gov/admins/finaid/accred/index.html


� Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (2005) at � HYPERLINK "http://www.enqa.net" ��www.enqa.net� . They state the following with respect to review of the agency itself, external quality agencies should have a system of continuous quality assurance of its own activities, carry out self-review of their activities e.g. based on data collected and analysis, including consideration of its own effects and value. Agencies should also be subject to external reviews at regular intervals. 


�  Part 2 of  the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education sets out standards and guidelines concerning internal quality assurance procedures, the development of external quality assurance processes, criteria for decisions, processes that are fit for purpose, reporting,  follow up procedures, periodic reviews and system-wide analyses of the findings of their work. 


� Where an agency does not after 5 years initiate a review, ENQA may take an initiative toward that agency for its review. 


� C. Thune and D. Kristoffersen, ‘Guarding the Guardian: the external evaluation of the Danish Centre for Quality Assurance and Evaluation of Higher Education’ presented to 5th INQAAHE conference, May 1999


� The criteria for the panel were that it should have an expertise in higher education, the international dimension should be represented and there should be an expertise in evaluation. A three person panel was appointed, one of whom acted as Secretary.





� Effective May 2003, all degree granting institutions currently accredited by CTCI have begun a transition to the NEASC Commission on Institutions of Higher Education (CIHE). This transition process is expected to be completed by 2008.


� From Regulation of the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (November 2004), www.enqa.org


� internal feedback mechanism = means to collect feedback from its own staff and council/board


� internal reflection mechanism = means to react to internal and external recommendations for improvement


� external feedback mechanism = means to collect feedback from the experts and evaluated institutions for future development


� The IUQB was set up by universities in 1992 to increase inter-university cooperation in developing quality assurance procedures and processes and to facilitate the review of effectiveness of those procedures and their outcomes.  Its forerunner the IUQSC (Inter-University Quality Steering Committee) was set up in the early 1990’s.


� The membership includes the Union of Students of Ireland, the Irish Universities Quality Board, the Council of Directors of the Institutes of Technology, the Irish Universities Association, the Dublin Institute of Technology, Higher Education Colleges Association, Higher Education Authority, Higher Education and Training Awards Council, National Qualifications Authority of Ireland and Department of Education and Science. Its website is � HYPERLINK "http://www.iheqn.ie" ��www.iheqn.ie� 


� The self-evaluation reports by the institutions were treated by the EUA as confidential, as is standard in improvement-oriented evaluations and reviews of this nature. 





� The other members were: Dr. Gay Corr, Former Director of Galway/Mayo Institute of Technology;


Lucy Fallon-Byrne Director, National Centre for Partnership and Performance; Una Halligan, Public Affairs Officer, Hewlett-Packard; Dick Langford Chief Executive Officer, Cork Vocational Education Committee, Chairperson, National Qualifications Authority of Ireland; and Ben Archibald, President, Union of Students of Ireland (USI), (Ben Archibald replaced Will Priestley as a member of the panel after his election to the office of President of USI). 


� This is published on the HEA’s website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.hea.ie" ��www.hea.ie� .The reflections document broadly welcomed the findings of the review process and identified key issues for comment including the linkages between quality assurance processes and other planning processes in the universities, the structure of quality assurance systems, stakeholder involvement and teaching and learning/alternative modes of delivery. It welcomed in particular confirmation from the review process that, in general, the Irish universities have complied with their statutory obligations in relation to the development of quality assurance procedures and have gone further than those requirements in developing strong internal quality cultures and systems.


� The terms of reference for the quality review, its anticipated outcomes and timeframe are available on the IUQB website, www.iuqb.ie/


� www.iuqb.ie


� The NQAI considers annually the findings arising from the operation of these procedures.


� The timeframe for completion of the review was extended due to an unavoidable re-rescheduling of the second site visit and is expected to be completed in early 2006.


� The DIT’s quality assurance procedures were agreed with the National Qualifications Authority in 2004 and these formed the basis for the external review. The Institute submits a report on an annual basis to the Authority on the findings of its quality assurance processes and these form the basis for the Authority considerations.


� There are regular reviews of major programmes of public expenditure – such as of national development plans (by ESRI) and science and technology programmes (by Forfas), the results of which are published. See � HYPERLINK "http://www.esri.ie" ��www.esri.ie� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.forfas.ie" ��www.forfas.ie� 


� See work of the Committee for Public Management Research � HYPERLINK "http://www.irlgov.ie/cpmr" ��www.irlgov.ie/cpmr� 


� See Department of Finance Website: http://www.finance.gov.ie/viewdoc.asp?fn=/documents/smi/exprevinitnov04.htm


� This was a general finding of the Comptroller and Auditor General (2001), Report on Value for Money Examination – Department of Finance, The Expenditure Review Initiative, Report No. 39, October 2001. This noted that given the wide range of evaluation issues across departments and the need to develop skills/capacity to undertake reviews, departments were unlikely to achieve a consistently high standard in carrying out reviews: ‘it was more important that the effectiveness and efficiency of government activity and programmes are reviewed adequately than that the process is followed strictly’ (p.36)


� Department of Finance (2004) Expenditure Review Initiative. First formal report to the Minister of Finance by the Expenditure Review Central Steering Committee ( covering period June 2002 – 2004)


� The Expenditure Review of the valuation office is available from the website of the Valuation Office � HYPERLINK "http://www.valoff.ie" ��www.valoff.ie� 


� Health Research Board Corporate Strategy 2002-2006, � HYPERLINK "http://www.hrb.ie" ��www.hrb.ie� 


� The corporate strategy also indicates that the HRB will co-operate fully with any independent audit of organisational structures and functions that may be commissioned by the Department of Health and Children, as indicated in the health strategy, quality and fairness.





� In addition to the Chair, the panel members were: Wilhelm Krull, chief executive, Volkswagen Stiftung; David Clark, senior research scientist, MIT; Karen Markides, deputy Director General, VINNOVA (Swedish Agency for Innovation Systems), David Finnegan, senior researcher, University of Edinburgh and Pat Toole, former Vice-President for Research, IBM. 


� 	For the specific roles and functions of the member organisations in relation to quality assurance/quality improvement see Appendix 1.





� 	The principal legislative arrangements are set out in the matrix in Appendix 2.





� 	Such bodies would include quality assurance agencies and the offices of the Registrar or equivalent or the quality offices of higher education institutions.


� The overview did not discuss the practice of policy evaluation or public policy management on which a body of literature and experience exists, notably in the UK and Canada.  See, for example, the Policy Hub of the UK cabinet Office,  � HYPERLINK "http://www.policyhub.gov.uk" �http://www.policyhub.gov.uk�; and Evaluation service of Canada’s Treasury, � HYPERLINK "http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/eval/eval_e.asp" ��http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/eval/eval_e.asp� , associations such as the American Evaluation Association, the European Evaluation Society, a professional network/forum at � HYPERLINK "http://www.europeanevaluation.org/" ��http://www.europeanevaluation.org/� and area specific evaluation networks/bodies e.g. research and development. See relevant journals: American Journal of Evaluation, Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education and Quality in Higher Education. See also The Danish Evaluation Institute (2003) Educational Evaluation around the World – an International Anthology, � HYPERLINK "http://www.eva.dk" ��www.eva.dk� 


� Fifth INQAAHE conference, 2-5 May 1999, Santiago, Chile.


� L. Harvey (1999) Evaluating the evaluators, keynote address to INQAAHE 4th Biennial conference, Chile, May 1999


� T. Szanto (2005) Evaluations of the third kind: external evaluations of external quality assurance agencies, Quality in Higher Education, Vol.11, No. 3. He examines six cases of external evaluations of external quality assurance agencies (Academic Audit Unit, New Zealand, 1997; Evaluation Centre, Denmark, 1997; University Grants Committee, Hong Kong, 1999/2000; Akkreditierungsrat, Germany, 2001; and European University Association, 2001/02).


� Appendix 2 of final report, see report at on � HYPERLINK "http://education.pwv.gov.za/CHE/Reports/SERTEC.htm" ��http://education.pwv.gov.za/CHE/Reports/SERTEC.htm�  


� The terms ‘review’ and ‘evaluation’ are used interchangeably in the documentation. Parts I and II above also included examples of programme review and a specific case that was prompted by crisis – while these are clearly different to agency reviews, they raise issues and approaches that are relevant to agency reviews. 





� For example, it may be set out that the review will cover effectiveness, efficiency and impact. It may be further specified that the review will assess the value-added of the agency’s processes, the efficiency of its processes; the identification factors which inhibit/support its effectiveness and extent to which impact can be attributed to the agency.  


� In the case of the initial self-evaluation by the Hungarian Accreditation Committee, 1999/2000, the external review team requested that it extend the scope and depth of its self-evaluation. 
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