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Preface
Among important issues in the reform of Higher Education Systems, one of the most important is introducing quality management and quality assurance measures. Taking into account the great commitment of five BH Universities involved in the project concerning reform of High education process, the TEMPUS project SM _SCM – C014B06-2006 (BA)-(EUSER B&H), provided an opportunity for the BH Universities to prepare guideline for QA. This guideline was created with the support of the experts from western European Universities like Katholieke Hoogeschool Sint-Lieven (B), Politechnic Institute of Porto, University of Heidelberg, University of Ghent and University of Parma. Representatives of the BH Universities described and explained basic instruments for improving and measuring quality in their own education system. This guideline will contribute to the ongoing assessment, assurance, control and improvement of quality in BH High education system. We thank all the participants who contributed to this guideline.  
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Chapter I. Introduction
Mrs Lejla Muminović
Self-evaluation – sometimes called self-study, self-assessment, departmental review - is becoming a feature of academic life in higher education institutions in many countries. Sometimes it is an external requirement of a national quality agency and serves as a basis for conducting either external evaluation of quality (peer review) or quality review for the accreditation purposes. Sometimes it is an initiative taken within a higher education institution in order to support development and planning, or to deal with perceived problems. Whatever the reasons for undertaking self-evaluation, it is a process which requires collective judgments about academic work. It also requires the collection of many information, analysis and debate. It takes up time of already busy people. However, the value of performing a self-evaluation can be considerable in the following terms: 

· demonstrating achievements 

· solving problems

· stimulating change 
This publication is intended to be a pragmatic tool to assist higher education institutions in BH in setting up their internal evaluation procedures. It provides a concise overview of central issues in relation to the contemporary approach to quality assurance and accreditation in higher education, as well as guidelines for conducting self-evaluation at the level of degree programs. 
The Guide was written within the framework of the Tempus project “EU oriented Self-evaluation Report Procedures for BH Universities“. The Project involved five of eight BH public universities, as well as participants from abroad who had expert and advisory role within the Project.  Individual experts and consortium members of the Project were as follows: 
Consortium
Partners from Bosnia and Herzegovina:

University of Banja Luka

University of East Sarajevo

University of Mostar

University of Sarajevo

University of Tuzla

Partners from European Union countries:

Contractor: Katholieke Hogeschool Sint - Lieven, Belgium  
University of Porto, Portugal
University of Parma, Italy

Individual experts: 
Prof. Rik Verhaaren, University of Ghent

Prof. Hans – Guenter Sonntag, University of Heidelberg
KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS
1.1 Quality (academic) Quality in higher education is a multi-dimensional, multi-level, and dynamic concept that relates to the contextual settings of an educational model, to the institutional mission and objectives, as well as to specific standards within a given system, institution, program, or discipline. Quality may thus take different meanings depending on: (i) the understandings of various interests of different constituencies or stakeholders in higher education (quality requirements set by student/university discipline/labor market/society/government); (ii) its references: inputs, processes, outputs, missions, objectives, etc.; (iii) the attributes or characteristics of the academic world which are worth evaluating; and (iv) the historical period in the development of higher education. 

A wide spectrum of definitions of academic quality has been used: 

– Quality as excellence: a traditional, elitist academic view, according to which only the best standards of excellence (usually meaning a high level of difficulty and of complexity of a program, the seriousness of the student testing procedures, etc.) are understood as revealing true academic quality. 

– Quality as fitness for purpose: a concept that stresses the need to meet or conform to generally accepted standards such as those defined by an accreditation or quality assurance body, the focus being on the efficiency of the processes at work in the institution or program in fulfilling the stated, given objectives and mission. Sometimes quality in this sense is labeled as: (i) a value for money approach owing to the (implicit) focus on how the inputs are efficiently used by the processes and mechanisms involved or (ii) the value-added approach when results are evaluated in terms of changes obtained through various educational processes (e.g., teaching and learning processes). A variant of the latter is the quality as transformation approach, which is strongly student centered. It considers quality as a transformational process within which the better a higher education institution is, the better it achieves the goal of empowering students with specific skills, knowledge, and attitudes that enable them to live and work in a knowledge society. 

–  Quality as fitness of purpose: a concept that focuses on the defined objectives and mission of the institution or program with no check of the fitness of the processes themselves in regard to any external objectives or expectations. Within this approach, one may distinguish alternative approaches developed in the 1990s: (i) quality as threshold whereby certain norms and criteria are set and any program or institution has to reach them in order to be considered to be of quality. In many European higher education systems, a variant defining quality as a basic/minimum standard, closely linked to accreditation, is used. In this case, the starting point is that of specifying a set of minimum standards to be met by an institution or program and to generate the basis for the development of quality-improvement mechanisms; (ii) quality as consumer satisfaction: quality perceived as closely linked to the growing importance of market forces in higher education, that focuses on the importance of the external expectations of consumers (students, families, society at large) and other stakeholders. 

· Quality as enhancement or improvement: focusing on the continuous search for permanent improvement, stressing the responsibility of the higher education institution to make the best use of its institutional autonomy and freedom. Achieving quality is central to the academic ethos and to the idea that academics themselves know best what quality is. 
Each approach has advantages and disadvantages, being more or less suitable for a specific period of time and/or national context. In terms of evolution, there are permanent movement and oscillations between relative versus absolute, internal versus externally oriented, and basic versus more advanced and sophisticated notions of quality. However, common to all of these quality approaches is the integration of the following elements: (i) the guaranteed realization of minimal standards and benchmarks; (ii) the capacity to set the objectives in a diversifying context and to achieve them with the given input and context variables; (iii) the ability to satisfy the demands and expectations of direct and indirect consumers and stakeholders; (iv) the drive towards excellence (Van Damme, 2003) 
1.2 Quality Assurance: An all-embracing term referring to an ongoing, continuous process of evaluating (assessing, monitoring, guaranteeing, maintaining, and improving) the quality of a higher education system, institutions, or programs. As a regulatory mechanism, quality assurance focuses on both accountability and improvement, providing information and judgments (not ranking) through an agreed upon and consistent process and well-established criteria. Many systems make a distinction between internal quality assurance (i.e., intra-institutional practices in view of monitoring and improving the quality of higher education) and external quality assurance (i.e. inter-or supra-institutional schemes of assuring the quality of higher education institutions and programs). Quality assurance activities depend on the existence of the necessary institutional mechanisms preferably sustained by a solid quality culture. Quality management, quality enhancement, quality control, and quality assessment are means through which quality assurance is ensured. The scope of quality assurance is determined by the shape and size of the higher education system. Quality assurance varies from accreditation, in the sense that the former is only a prerequisite for the latter. In practice, the relationship between the two varies a great deal from one country to another. Both imply various consequences such as the capacity to operate and to provide educational services, the capacity to award officially recognized degrees, and the right to be funded by the state. Quality assurance is often considered as a part of the quality management of higher education, while sometimes the two terms are used synonymously. 
1.3 Quality Control: A phrase that refers to the process of quality evaluation that focuses on the internal measurement of the quality of an institution or a program. It refers to a set of operational activities and techniques (monitoring activities and a structured internally planned and implemented policy) elaborated and used to fulfill requirements of quality. Often used interchangeably with quality management and quality assurance, it refers to an aggregate of actions and measures taken regularly to assure the quality of higher education products, services, or processes, with an emphasis on assuring that a prescribed threshold of quality is met. It aims both at monitoring the process and at eliminating certain causes generating an unsatisfactory functioning. Sometimes a minimal quality control (mostly in the shape of some kind of certification) exists serving as a filtering mechanism in confirming that a higher education institution is fulfilling minimal agreed upon quality requirements and has appropriate quality monitoring procedures in place. 

1.4 Quality Management: An aggregate of measures taken regularly at system or institutional level in order to assure the quality of higher education with an emphasis on improving quality as a whole. As a generic term, it covers all activities that ensure fulfillment of the quality policy and the quality objectives and responsibilities and implements them through quality planning, quality control, quality assurance, and quality improvement mechanisms. 

1.5 Quality Assessment/Quality Review: Indicates the actual process of external evaluation (reviewing, measuring, judging) of the quality of higher education institutions and programs. It consists of those techniques, mechanisms, and activities that are carried out by an external body in order to evaluate the quality of the higher education processes, practices, programs, and services. Some aspects are important when defining and operating with the concept of quality assessment: (i) the context (national, institutional); (ii) the methods (self-assessment, assessment by peer review, site visits); (iii) the levels (system, institution, department, individual); (iv) the mechanisms (rewards, policies, structures, cultures); (v) certain quality values attached to quality assessment such as academic values, traditional values (focusing upon the subject field), managerial values (focusing on procedures and practices); pedagogical values (focusing on staff and their teaching skills and classroom practice); employment values (emphasizing graduate output characteristics and learning outcomes). 

1.6 Accreditation: The process by which a (non-)governmental or private body evaluates the quality of a higher education institution as a whole or of a specific educational program in order to formally recognize it as having met certain predetermined minimal criteria or standards. The result of this process is usually the awarding of a status (a yes/no decision), of recognition, and sometimes of a license to operate within a time-limited validity. The process can imply initial and periodic self-study and evaluation by external peers. The accreditation process generally involves three steps with specific activities: (i) a self-evaluation process conducted by the faculty, the administrators, and the staff of the institution or academic program, resulting in a report that takes as its reference the set of standards and criteria of the accrediting body; (ii) a study visit, conducted by a team of peers, selected by the accrediting organization, which reviews the evidence, visits the premises, and interviews the academic and administrative staff, resulting in an assessment report, including a recommendation to the commission of the accrediting body; (iii) examination by the commission of the evidence and recommendation on the basis of the given set of criteria concerning quality and resulting in a final judgment and the communication of the formal decision to the institution and other constituencies, if appropriate. 

1.7 Evaluation: The general process of a systematic and critical analysis leading to judgments and/or recommendations regarding the quality of a higher education institution or a program. Evaluation is carried out through internal or external procedures. 
External Evaluation: The process whereby a specialized agency collects data, information, and evidence about an institution, a particular unit of a given institution, or a core activity of an institution, in order to make a statement about its quality. External evaluation is carried out by a team of external experts, peers, or inspectors, and usually requires three distinct operations: 
i. analysis of the self-study report; 

ii. a site visit; 

iii. the drafting of an evaluation report. 

Internal Evaluation/Self-Evaluation: The process of self-evaluation consists of the systematic collection of administrative data, the questioning of students and graduates, and the holding of moderated interviews with lecturers and students, resulting in a self-study report. Self-evaluation is basically a collective institutional reflection and an opportunity for quality enhancement. The resulting report further serves as a provider of information for the review team in charge of the external evaluation.
1.8 External review/ Peer review: Assessment procedure regarding the quality and effectiveness of the academic programs of an institution, its staffing, and/or its structure, carried out by external experts (peers). (Strictly speaking, peers are academics of the same discipline, but in practice, different types of external evaluators exist, even though all are meant to be specialists in the field reviewed and knowledgeable about higher education in general.) The review may [also] vary the source of authority of peers, types of peers, their selection and training, their site visits, and the standards to be met. A review is usually based on a self-evaluation report provided by the institution and can itself be used as a basis for indicators and/or as a method of judgment for (external) evaluation in higher education. 
1.9 Site visit: A component of external evaluation that is normally part of an accreditation process. However it may be initiated by the institution itself. It consists of external experts visiting a higher education institution to examine the self-study produced by the institution and to interview faculty members, students, and other staff in order to assess quality and effectiveness (and to put forward recommendations for improvement). 

1.10 Standards: Statements regarding an expected level of requirements and conditions against which quality is assessed or that must be attained by higher education institutions and their programs in order for them to be accredited or certified. Standards may take a quantitative form, being mostly the results of benchmarking, or they may be qualitative, indicating only specific targets (e.g., educational effectiveness, sustainability, core commitments, etc.). When quantitative, the standards include threshold levels that have to be met in order for higher education institutions or programs to be accredited. More often than not, the thresholds or the “basic standards” are defined at the level of minimally acceptable quality. On other occasions, the standards refer to the highest level of quality, thus being considered as “standards of excellence”. These may result from a benchmarking exercise or be asserted implicitly, being so recognized by the peers in a collegiate way. Standards may have different reference points: (i) inputs [e.g., content standards]; (ii) outputs [e.g., performance standards], (iii) processes. Standards can be general (for a degree level, e.g., a Bachelor’s or a Master’s Degree) or subject-specific. Standards may also vary by different types of standard setting methods (such as criterion-referenced, minimal competency, or objective setting methods). In order to judge properly whether or not a particular standard/threshold level of quality is met or not, it has to be formulated clearly and explicitly and related to specific criteria which can be further divided into (more operational) indicators. 

Content Standards: Level of core competencies, relevant knowledge, and skills within a subject area, i.e., everything a student should know and be able to do. Content standards shape what goes into the curriculum and refer to required inputs. 

Education(al) Standards: Level of requirements and conditions regarding different stages of the educational process and the relationship between those stages, such as inputs, processes, and outputs. Various types of educational standards exist with regard to learning resources, programs, and results, in general, and student performance (content standards, performance standards, proficiency standards, and opportunity-to-learn standards). 

Performance Standards: Levels of achievement/mastery that are deemed exemplary or appropriate, i.e., specifications of how good the work of a student must be to meet the content standards. Performance standards shape expectations for educational outcomes. 

1.11 Outcomes: Anticipated or achieved results of programs or the accomplishment of institutional objectives, as demonstrated by a wide range of indicators (such as student knowledge, cognitive skills, and attitudes). Outcomes are direct results of the instructional program, planned in terms of student/learner growth in all areas. An outcome must be distinguished from an objective, which is a sought-after result. Generally, each outcome statement should describe one effect of the instructional program, and not accumulate several into one statement. Also, the statements should be clearly detailed and easily understandable by all teaching staff and students in the given area or department. 

     Learning Outcomes: Statements of what a learner is expected to know, understand, and/or be able to demonstrate after completion of a process of learning as well as the specific intellectual and practical skills gained and demonstrated by the successful completion of a unit, course, or program. Learning outcomes, together with assessment criteria, specify the minimum requirements for the award of credit, while grading is based on attainment above or bellow the minimum requirements for the award of credit. Learning outcomes are distinct from the aims of learning in that they are concerned with the achievements of the learner rather than with the overall intentions of the teacher. 
2.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE IN THE BOLOGNA CONTEXT
The Bologna Declaration of June 1999 calls for the establishment of a coherent, compatible and competitive European Higher Education Area (EHEA) by 2010, attractive for European students and for students and scholars from other continents. The European Education Ministers identified six action lines in Bologna, and they have added three more in Prague in May 2001, and one more in Berlin in September 2003:

1. Adoption of a system of easily readable and comparable degrees
2. Adoption of a system essentially based on two cycles
3. Establishment of a system of credits 

4. Promotion of mobility

5. Promotion of European cooperation in quality assurance

6. Promotion of the European dimension in higher education 
7. Focus on lifelong learning

8. Inclusion of higher education institutions and students

9. Promotion of the attractiveness of the European Higher Education Area

10. Doctoral studies (third cycle) and the synergy between the European Higher Education Area and the European Research Area (ERA). 
Quality emerged slowly as an important factor for the success of the Bologna objectives and received only cursory mention in the original Bologna Declaration. However, as ministers of the now 46 signatory countries met every two years to take stock of progress and define mid-term objectives (Prague 2001, Berlin 2003, Bergen 2005, and London 2007), the issue of quality and its assurance kept growing in importance, until it rose to the fore of the ministerial agenda. The Berlin Communiqué marked a major turning point by stating that “the quality of higher education has proven to be at the heart of the setting up of a EHEA”. It also pointed out that consistent with the principle of institutional autonomy, the primary responsibility for quality assurance in higher education lies with each institution itself and this provides the basis for real accountability of the academic system within the national quality framework.
2.1 Quality Assurance Systems
As it was agreed at the Ministerial Conference in Berlin 2003, national quality assurance systems within the EHEA should include:

· Formation of an independent QA agency 

· Definition of the responsibilities of the bodies and institutions involved

· Evaluation of programs or institutions, including internal evaluation, external review, participation of students, and publication of the results 

· System of accreditation, certification or comparable procedures

· International participation, cooperation and networking

The main purposes of establishing national quality assurance systems, characterized by its internal, external and European/international dimension are:

· To safeguard the quality of higher education within the economic, social and cultural contexts of each country, while taking into account the European dimension and rapidly changing world.

· To encourage and help higher education institutions to use appropriate measures, especially quality assurance, as means of improving the quality of teaching and learning as well as research.

· To stimulate a mutual exchange of information on quality and quality assurance at European and global levels, and to encourage cooperation among higher education institutions in this area.

Necessity for establishing of a quality assurance system is closely related to the shift from direct bureaucratic control to supervisory mechanisms of state regulation of higher education, resulting in greater institutional autonomy, accompanied by increased government interest in quality assurance. Quality assurance system is thus considered to be a tool for the achievement of greater transparency and accountability in dealing with quality issues as well as a tool for governing higher education.  
2.2 ENQA - European Association for Quality Assurance 
The European Network for Quality Assurance in Higher Education was officially established in March 2000 to promote European cooperation in the field of quality assurance among all the different actors operating in this arena. The basic task of ENQA is to share experiences on a European level about good practices and methods of quality assurance in higher education. ENQA is also a European education network funded by the European Commission and helps to bring evaluation expertise to ministerial staff and to the evaluation experts of evaluation agencies.

The membership of ENQA is open to quality assurance agencies, public authorities, and quality associations that work in one or more subject fields and that are external to higher education institutions. The network has detailed membership criteria which include evidence of the independence of the member institutions. 
2.3 Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the EHEA
At the Berlin conference of 2003, Ministers of  the Bologna process participating countries called upon  ENQA, in cooperation with EUA (the European University Association), EURASHE (the European Association of Institutions in Higher Education), and ESIB (the National Unions of Students in Europe; in 2007 the name changed to European Students' Union - ESU) to develop 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. Based on this mandate, “E4 Group” (ENQA, EUA, EURASHE, and ESIB) produced a document entitled “Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area” (usually abbreviated to ESG), intended to:

- improve shared understanding of the quality assurance concept in the EHEA, 

· improve consistency of QA across EHEA by the use of agreed standards and guidelines

· enable higher education institutions and QA agencies to use common reference points for QA
· enhance the credibility of agencies’ work
The Standards and Guidelines were approved at the Bergen ministerial conference, in 2005.  
The ESG consists of three parts, each of which describes the key features in terms of criteria and procedures which constitute quality assurance concept in EHEA. These three parts are entitled as follows:
· European Standards and Guidelines for Internal Quality Assurance of Higher Education
· European Standards and Guidelines for External Quality Assurance of Higher Education

· European Standards and Guidelines for External Quality Assurance Agencies 

Within these three main tiers, seven to eight particular aspects can be found, each of which are substructure between:

· “standards”, which roughly denote “normative expectations” or “binding levels”, and
· “guidelines”, which serve to illustrate or the relevant standard make explicit, either by adding further information on good practice, or by offering more detailed description of the meaning or the significance of standard in question.
The adoption of the ESG, is linked to the development of the European Quality Assurance Register for Higher Education (EQAR), which was officially launched in Brussels, on 4th March 2008.  Under the mandate of Education Ministers from 46 countries taking part in the Bologna process, the new register has been established by the “E4 Group”, with the aim to:

· provide clear and objective information about trustworthy quality assurance agencies that are working in Europe

· provide a basis for governments to authorize higher education institutions to choose any agency from the Register,  and that a quality judgment by any such agency be as valid as an evaluation or accreditation decision made by a domestic agency, if that is compatible with national arrangements
· serve as an instrument to improve the quality of the quality assurance agencies and to promote mutual trust between them. 

· promote student mobility by providing a basis for the increase of trust among the higher education institutions

Inclusion on the EQAR, which is voluntary, will be based on compliance with the “European Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area”.
3.0 PURPOSE OF THE SELF-EVALUATION AND EXTERNAL EVALUATION
Evaluation process is the core element of any system of QA in higher education. Depending on  focal points of evaluations (institution as whole, program, discipline, theme), and whether it is conducted internally (self-evaluation) or by external experts, peers or institutions external to the  organization (agency), several types, different scopes, and specific goals and purposes of evaluations can be identified. 
However, regardless of its specificities, behind the evaluation processes are always some or all of the following four main purposes:

· quality assurance 
· quality improvement

· accountability

· transparency 

Almost invariably, international experience shows that self-evaluation and the external expert review are the two methodological cornerstones of any successful evaluation procedure in higher education.

3.1 Purpose of the self-evaluation

Self-evaluation is the most important procedure and the first step in any process of evaluation. Firstly, it is a necessary step because only the professionals involved in the unit (institution, program, discipline) have detailed knowledge of its activities and operations. Secondly, these professionals are the ones who are expected to implement necessary changes, either for quality assurance or for quality improvement. Thirdly and closely related to the previous point, in order to motivate these professionals to make such changes it is essential to provide them with sense of ownership of the evaluation procedure to ensure that they feel the evaluation contributes to the quality of their own work. Finally, it is important to stress that a well-performed self-evaluation can itself be an invaluable experience which allows the professionals involved to gain a renewed view of their work and ultimately to implement important quality improvements. 
There are three major purposes of self-evaluation:
· to present a succinct, but comprehensive statement of the unit’s view on quality of its activities
· to analyze the strengths and weaknesses of the unit within the general context of constraints and opportunities in which the unit operates and to propose an action plan

· to provide a framework against which the unit will be assessed by the external evaluation group   

The ultimate purpose of the self-evaluation is to encourage all members of a unit to think that each of them is responsible for the quality and for improvement introduced. 
The self-evaluation should result in a report, one of the key documents along with the external evaluation report in contemporary approach to quality assurance. The self-evaluation report is considered to be the main vehicle for the unit to convey information about itself. But equally, and perhaps even more importantly, it is the place for a critical reflection of the unit about the way it manages itself and it handles quality as a central value in its strategic decision making. Therefore, the self-evaluation report should not be only descriptive, but needs to be evaluative and synthetic, that is, it should evaluate strengths and weaknesses of the unit within the general context of constraints and opportunities in which the unit operates and show interconnectedness of the various elements of strategic planning and quality management. In addition, the analysis should take into account the changes that have taken place in the recent past, as well as those that are anticipated in the future.
3.2 Purpose of the external evaluation

Equally unchallenged is the notion that an external dimension needs to be added to evaluation procedures to ensure that they meet their goals. With respect to the improvement goal, the informed outsiders’ view, given by an external expert team, may help to keep the self-evaluation report honest and critical. Moreover, the external experts can bring additional perspectives on opportunities and possibilities for improvement not thought of internally. 

With respect to the accountability goal, an external dimension of the evaluation is even more necessary since it gives credibility to the evaluation procedures in the eyes of society. It does so by imparting additional authority to the conclusions of the self-evaluation. 
The major purpose of the external evaluation is to enhance the positive effects of the self-evaluation. The external evaluation group’s functions are: to verify the content of the self-evaluation report, to give recommendations on areas that could be further developed and improved, and to provide an opportunity for dialogue among evaluators and “evaluates” that will strengthen the self-knowledge developed during the self-evaluation process. 
The external evaluation group, after the site visit and on the basis of self-evaluation report of the unit, prepares the report of external evaluation. The major function of the report is to provide the unit and its major stakeholders with a written document that serves as a record of its present state and a foundation for future developments and improvements, through the so-called follow-up activities of the unit in question. 
3.3 Accreditation and evaluation
It is worth nothing that a clear differentiation must be made between evaluation of higher education institutions and degree programs and their accreditation. Accreditation is not the same as evaluation, although accreditation involves evaluating procedures and evaluations may (or may not) have an accrediting function. 
When looking at the accreditation process, accreditation usually mingles with evaluation. Both evaluation and accreditation include the same methodological key elements:
· an independent undertaking of the investigation (normally manifested in an agency independent from universities and ministries)

· internal self-evaluation

· external review or evaluation by experts

· a site visit

· a public report

The key differences between the two procedures may be summarized as follows:

· Whereas evaluations usually have a broad set of purposes (for example, SWOT analysis, goal oriented, fitness for purpose, quality enhancement, strategic recommendations, organizational learning), accreditation has a very limited objective (the yes/no verdict), 

· Evaluation of quality has consultative purpose and is mainly aimed at improving the quality of the educational services provided by higher education institutions, while accreditation is usually the legal form through which the state delegates (or not) its authority to higher education institutions to issue degrees and diplomas.
· Whereas accreditation always refers to the set of predetermined criteria or standards, evaluations may or may not or only partly do so.

Chapter II. Preparation of self-assessment report
Dr Srdjan Lozo, Dr Dejan Bokonjic
 1.1 Preparatory measures 

Writing the self-assessment report serves as basic document for external assessment as a part of quality assurance system, but in the same time it is very powerful tool for institutional development. Purpose of self evaluation is to direct educational institution into the frame of generally accepted standards in Europe. Self evaluation report identifies the appropriate means and ways to enforce the strengths and overcome the weaknesses, aiming the institutions toward the desired goal. The objective of external assessment is not ranking or grading of the departments or individuals, but an exercise which would generate an objective insight to serve as a document for institutional development, to cover all segments of a organization and life of educational institution and to provide a sound basis for formulation of coherent strategy and comprehensive development plans. One of the first steps in preparation is defining of unit for evaluation. In general, evaluation can be done at different levels: University as a whole, for one Faculty, or for only one department, what is very rare because of costs. Whatever being the principal reason for self-assessment and external evaluation, this should be clearly stated to all stakeholders. Self evaluation is a huge job and it asks for some preparatory measures. By preparatory measures we mean preparing of plans for future activities inside this procedure such as: selection of self assessment team, selection of tools for this procedure which is most suitable, time schedule of activities etc.
1.2 Team composition 

Team is usually consisted of members of quality assurance office. If such office does not exist then it is possible to organize this team from representatives of different structures of institution.  Functions in team could be: chairperson, heads of team, time keeper, contact person with management, contact person with students, person in charged for data collection. In the team should not be members of School administration or management. The chairperson could be a responsible senior teacher. Team should be carefully selected to represent all teachers and students and also but institution administration. Team composition depends on several aspects such as: structure of self evaluation report, structure of institution which should be analyzed etc. One of the team members is usually selected to be head of the team who should: make plans the activities and coordinates the work, supervises the gathering and analysis of the data; informs the appropriate University bodies of the preliminary findings; act as the contact person during external assessment. Another person could be in charged for time keeping, for organizing meetings, correspondence with the Faculty authorities, and for cooperation with external assessment team and other head. Apart from that it is necessary to decide who is in charge for collecting of questionnaires, correspondence with students, administration and teaching staff and for preparing forms and tables. Some members of team should be in charge for explaining of techniques of collecting of data for example methods of filling questionnaires to teaching staff and students. 
1.3 Structure of self assessment report
During  preparation of this report, it is necessary to strictly follow the rules we established by the external evaluation procedure. Therefore, main body of report is composed on sections asked from external evaluation committee. Structure of self-assessment report depends on structure defined by external evaluation commitee. Only on that way it would be possible for members of external evaluation team to follow results and findings of self-assessment report. Structure of the self-assessment report can be following :
1. Educational objectives 
2. Programme 
3. Effort of staff 
4. Means / facilities
5. Internal  quality control 
6. Results 
1. Educational objectives 
In this chapter it should be analyzed level and orientation of course in general or department such as:
· student  ability to cope with complex problems, 
· student ability to reflect to the own way of thinking 

· the ability to communicate the own research and the solutions to colleagues and laymen 

·  the ability to judge in an uncertain context. 

·  master general scientific competences 

·  ability to make use of methods and techniques during the research,
·  the ability to create research, the ability to apply paradigms in the domain of sciences  
· the ability of originality and creativity in view of expanding the knowledge 

· ability to work together in a multidisciplinary environment.
· student possessing skills that are specific for the field of study such as designing, performing research, analysing and diagnosing.   

· Either mastering the competences that are necessary to be able to perform research 
Apart from this, domain specific demands should be analyzed. By that we mean that it should be checked are the educational objectives (mentioned as end qualifications of the student) join the demands that are set by (foreign) colleagues and the relevant work field to an education with regard to the domain (field of study/discipline and / or professional practice or art practice).  Are they, in case of legalized professions, in line with the regulations and are they relevant for the work field? Special attention should be putted on analyses. Are the demands in accordance with the competences of the same course of colleagues (also international).
2. Programme 
In this part of self assessment report it should be analyzed professional demands and academic alignments. Particular attention should be given to skills and attitudes of graduates expected by society and the work field. The connection between performed research and education should be accented. The interaction between education and social services should be proved in report. Connection between objectives and the content of the programme must be pointed through the facts that the programme is an adequate realization of the end qualifications of the education, as to level, orientation and demands specific for the domain. Apart from that following aspects of programme should be proved:

· The end qualifications are adequately translated towards learning objectives (parts) of the programme.

·  The content of the programme offers students the possibility to achieve the end qualifications.
· Translation of chapter 1 (objectives) to the educational units (matrix)

·  Evaluation of the content and level of each unit

·  International dimension of the content

·  Use of new developments in education (constructivism, ICT)

·  Procedures for revision and innovation of the programme

·  Participation of staff, students, work field  in the development, revision and innovation of the curriculum

· Coherence of programme ( through data about: Sequential composition of the programme

Compulsory / optional parts, flexible path)

· Workload ( Study load measurements; relation between estimated and real study load; 
Distribution of the study load; encouraging and hindering factors to study success )

· Conditions of admission ( characteristics of the intake; fit to the preliminary training (specific activities); procedures of early obtained competences or qualifications; )

· Scope of the programme ( The course meets the formal demands of the scope of the programme: Bachelor: at least 180 credits;  Bachelor after bachelor: at least 60 credits; Master: at least 60 credits;   Master after master: at least 60 credits;  

· Accordance between design and content

· Harmony between didactical methods and objectives

· Variation in didactical methods (teaching methods)

· Quality of the educational technology

· Harmony between means, methods with the educational philosophy

· Attention to the educational reform

· Evaluation and testing ( Organisation of tests and exams; Variation in examination; Criteria; Transparency; Knowledge of the criteria and procedures; Quality assurance of the evaluation )

· Final project Master proof ( Content and concept; Preparation; Coaching; Cooperation with researchers, work field; Evaluation of the master proof )
3. Effort of staff 

In this chapter following aspects of staff performances in institution should be reported:
· Demands professional/academic alignment-range of specialities (education, research and ect.); guest professors form work field, …; International contacts (education, industry, …)
· Quantity staff (professors, assistants, administrative, …); ratio staff / students; ratio part time / full time; percentage of guest professors; age distribution; ratio in research;
· Quality staff  (intake, promotion, assignment, evaluation); participation procedures; professionalization; engagement; coaching (new) staff

4. Means / facilities
In this chapter following aspects of staff performances in institution should be reported:
· Material aspects

· Policy concerning infrastructure and facilities

· Tuning of the infrastructure to the objectives

· Size and quality of the auditoria, labs, libraries, self-study facilities, computer facilities, 

· Staff facilities

· Student facilities

· Reachable, accessibility

· Size of financial means

· Coaching of students (information to potential students; coaching of the intake; quality of the study guide; communication objectives, regulations; coaching, monitoring, mentoring; Ombudsmen; coaching International exchanges)

5. Internal  quality control 

In this chapter following aspects of staff performances in institution should be reported:
· Evaluation  results ( The course is being evaluated periodically, beyond others by means of testable targets) .

· Measures for improvement (The result of this evaluation are the basis for demonstrable measures for improvement that contribute to the realization of the targets).

· Involving co-workers, students, alumnus and professional field (co-workers, students, alumni and the professional field are being involved in the internal quality control).
6. Results 

In this chapter following aspects of staff performances in institution should be reported:

· Realized level (the realized end qualifications are in accordance with the pursued competences as for level, orientation and domain specific demands).
· Educational output (target figures are being set for the educational output in comparison with other relevant courses).
 

1.4 Involvement of internal and external stakeholders 

Representatives of external and internal stakeholders could be those individuals and institutions, who could ask for and demand preparing of self assessment report in order to see whether institutions and departments fulfill their expectations and certain standards. In order to have impartial self evaluation report usually representatives of internal and external stakeholders are not directly involved in preparation of self evaluation report.  
1.5 Collecting of data (tools)

Collecting of data relevant for preparation can be done on a different way such as: in view in relevant documentation, interview with representatives of students, administration, and management structures. Data can be collected through different questionnaires as well. For interviews it is necessary to prepared questions in advance, so the members of team for preparation of self assessment report can have clear ideas about what they would like to talk and get information. Before using of questionnaires it is necessary to check their reliability and validity. The self assessment form should be validated in terms of its construct validity and internal consistency. Construct validity will be assessed via confirmatory factor analysis. It would be good to look into inter-item and item-total correlations for separate sections of the self-assessment form in order to investigate validity of each item.

1.6 Self-assessment questionnaire –principal instrument

Questionnaire is usually composed of several sections depending on areas which should be covered by self assessment report. It would be desirable but not necessary that number of questions is easy for statistical analysis. Appropriate, under stable without double negations structure of questions should be made. Answers of questions can be for example grades such as: 1 poor; 2 unsatisfactory; 3 good; 4 very good; 5 outstanding. Another example of answers can be statements such as: 1 strongly disagree; 2 sligthly disagree; 3 neither agree nor disagree; 4 agree; 5 strongly agree. Recommendation is offered that answers of questions should be easily distinguished for persons who are answering on questions. Whatever we decide to use as a tool, sample of staff, students and administartion should be stratified on the way that it represents institution on the proper way.
1.7 Writing of self assessment report 

In general, the task of group responsible to organize a self-assessment can be described as: Formulation of an opinion about all features of institution based on statistic data collected and presented by institution; institutions’ statute, regulations, decisions and by-laws; data collected on site through discussions with the students, staff and management; and statistical analysis of collected data. Discussion in depth and reaching the consensus among the self-assessment working group members, as recommended in methodology of European Foundation for Quality Management should be the main principle for finalization of report. Sometimes it can be a problem because every expert has implicit ideas about quality of a curriculum, school organization or the quality of graduates. However, those individual frames of reference will differ, due to different background and different experiences. Therefore, one of the tasks for evaluation team members is to make the explicit opinion and to formulate the frames of reference acceptable to all. Against this starting point assessment should be done. We recommend that such frame of reference not need to be an “ideal curriculum” or “ideal institution” but should be considered as set of minimum requirements for institution and for graduates. When the team is succeeded to answer and give opinion to all questions given in questionnaire, then team completes its job.

1.8  Submitting of self assessment report 

After finalization of preparing of self assessment report this report should be send to external assessment team.
 Obstacles 

Possible  difficulties encountered from teaching staff could be:

· Refusing of “old fashioned teaching staff” to go in for this procedure

· Complaints from teaching staff that they are not competent to answer on some questions even fields covered by our self-evaluation questionnaires 

· Bad motivation to participate in such activity
Possible difficulties encountered from students could be:

· Bad motivation

· Some of them didn’t understand this activity seriously

· Don’t submitting previously taken questionnaires to us
Possible solutions for solving of problems mentioned above could be friendly approach to representatives of all structures of institution, convincing them to cooperate with members of team for preparation of self assessment report. Another possibility is to upgrade statute of institution by which all employers are obliged to cooperate with quality assurance committee.  Student should be obliged on that as well through contracts between institutions and students.

Chapter III. External Evaluation
Prof Petar Marić, Prof Milorad Božić, Prof Zdenka Babić

Accreditation of a degree program is the primary result of a process used to ensure the suitability of that program as providing the education base for the entry route to professional practice. It involves a periodic assessment against accepted standards of higher education. Independent, third-party accreditation by accreditation agency or accreditation institution is essentially based on a peer review process, undertaken by appropriately trained and independent external teams comprising peers from both academia and practice, in accordance with agreed principles. It is important that accreditation processes go beyond judgment on the achievement of a minimum standard, and effectively promote the idea of continuous improvement of the quality of higher education programs.
The standards for accreditation can be used in both the design and the evaluation of programs in all specializations. They are expressed as broad generic program (learning) outcomes that describe in general terms and capabilities required of graduates from accredited first cycle, second cycle and third cycle programs. 

In recent years, in policy formation for higher education institutions, emphasis has been placed upon increasing their autonomy and responsibility, and also upon strengthening their internal and external quality control. The objective of quality control in higher education is to maintain and raise the quality of teaching in higher education institutions (HEIs), to improve the organization of HEIs, to promote their greater responsibility for their own activities, and to ensure their competitiveness in the international arena. 
The strengths of an external evaluation lie in its distance and its independence. On the basis of their experience, the evaluators can make comparisons and hence see things which those who are directly involved cannot or can no longer see. Questions of sustainability, impact and effectiveness can be addressed through an external evaluation.

The weaknesses of an external evaluation lie in the substantial effort required in its preparation and implementation, as well as its limited time frame. Only part of the various realities can be examined within the short time available. This necessarily calls for more detailed analysis. Moreover, an external evaluation provides a mere snapshot whereby current events can completely overshadow any longer-term assessment. However, evaluations that refer to the results of monitoring can better determine the dynamics of a particular action.

The goal and tasks of an evaluation influence the budget in different ways. A prior self-evaluation can result in a shorter mandate for the external evaluation, thereby reducing external costs. 
1.1 Objectives and premises of external evaluation 

The objectives of external evaluation (external peer review) of higher education institution are:

· Methodically to gather information on the teaching carried out in the relevant institution/faculty,

· To encourage the relevant institution/faculty to examine its policies and work, among other things by means of self-evaluation, and to enable it to have its strengths and weaknesses evaluated by outside experts,

· To gather information on whether the institution/faculty meets the standards required for its work.

· To elicit proposals from higher education institutions and independent experts on emphasis, policy and improvements in education in the relevant field.

External quality control (external evaluation) of higher education teaching may cover an HEI as whole, specific disciplines, departments, study programs, faculties, or other specified units within the institution. External evaluation may also extend to several HEIs or units at the same time. External peer review (external evaluation) covers all factors concerned in teaching, including management, human resources, study assessment, student affairs and facilities. The end product is a report that they submit to the commissioning party.

1.2 General procedure of external evaluation

The procedure of an external evaluation (external peer review) of a higher education institution is generally as follows:

· The accreditation agency or accreditation institution notifies the relevant institution/faculty of the planned external evaluation (review),

· The accreditation agency or accreditation institution sends guidelines for self-evaluation to the relevant institution/faculty, following consultation with the institution,

· The relevant institution/faculty carries out its self-evaluation, and submits a self-evaluation report to the accreditation agency or accreditation institution (within 2-3 months),

· An external peer review group (team) makes a site visit to the relevant institution/faculty (within 1–5 days),

· The external review group prepares a review report. Before the report is finalised, the relevant institution/faculty shall have the opportunity to comment on the factual content of the report,

· The external review group submits its final report to the accreditation agency or accreditation institution (within two months after the visit),

· The accreditation agency or accreditation institution promulgates the report of the external review group on the accreditation agency or accreditation institution website,

· Within no more than three months of the promulgation of the final report, the relevant institution/faculty shall promulgate its report on its response to the findings. Within no more than two years of that time the accreditation agency or accreditation institution shall ascertain whether and how the HEI has responded to the findings of the external review.
1.3 Role of the external expert group

The role of the external expert group (external evaluation team) 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 higher education institution and experts;

· Role of the higher education institution staff in the evaluations;

· Identification and appointment of the member(s) of staff at the higher education institution to be responsible for the evaluation.

1.4 Procedures related to the site visit
The procedure at the site visit should include:

· Questionnaires and interviewing protocols;

· Principles for selection of participants and 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.

1.5  Reports and documentation

The documentation should include the following information on the reports:

· Purpose of the report;

· Drafting of the report (experts);

· Format of report (design and length);

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

· Principles for feedback from the evaluated higher education institution 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).

1.6 Guidelines for program assessment and program accreditation

1.6.1 Guidelines for the criteria and requirements of program assessment

Each program for which a higher education institution seeks accreditation or re-accreditation must be consistent with legal and national requirements and have in place:

• program educational objectives consistent with the mission of the higher education institution, the priorities of the HEI department and the needs of all relevant stakeholders (such as students, relevant employers, associations or societies, etc.) and program outcomes consistent with the program educational objectives and the specified program outcomes for accreditation;

• a curriculum and related processes that ensure achievement of the program outcomes;

• academic and support staff, facilities, financial resources and any cooperation agreements with industry, research institutions and/or other higher education institutions necessary to deliver the program outcomes;

• appropriate forms of assessment that can validly attest to the achievement by graduating students of the program outcomes;

• a management system able to ensure the systematic achievement of the program outcomes and the continual improvement of the program.

Correspondingly, the guidelines for a program assessment submitted for accreditation must at least specify the following items:

· The program needs, objectives and outcomes;

· Relevant and effective educational processes;

· Appropriate resources and partnerships;

· Adequate assessment of the educational process; and

· An effective management system.

The detailed criteria to be assessed within this framework should be addressed when assessing a program for accreditation:

· Program needs, objectives and outcomes

· Needs of the stakeholders,

· Educational objectives,

· Program outcomes.

· Educational process

· Planning,

· Delivery,

· Learning assessment.

· Resources and partnerships

· Academic and support staff,

· Facilities,

· Financial resources,

· Partnerships.

· Assessment of the educational process

· Students,

· Graduates.

· Management system

· Organization and decision-making processes,

· Quality assurance system.

1.6.2 Guidelines for the evaluation of individual requirements

When assessing the achievement of individual requirements for the program accreditation, a scale with at least the following three categories should be used:

· Acceptable without reservation;

· Acceptable with adjustment requirements;

· Unacceptable.

The outcome “acceptable” should be awarded to requirements, which have been fully met, even if improvements are still possible.

The outcome “acceptable with adjustment requirements” should be awarded to requirements, which have not been fully met, but are judged to be achievable within a reasonable period of time (as a rule no longer than half the regular full period of accreditation).

The outcome “unacceptable” should be awarded to requirements which have not been met or fully met, and are judged not to be achievable within a reasonable period of time.

1.6.3 Guidelines for the criteria of program accreditation

A program is accredited if it fulfills the requirements specified. To record the assessment outcome concerning the overall achievement of the requirements, a scale with at least the following three points should be used:

· Accredited without reservation;

· Accredited with adjustment requirements;

· Not accredited.

Accreditation without reservation, with possible specification of recommendations for the improvement of the program, should be awarded to program for which all requirements are judged to be “acceptable”. In this case accreditation should be awarded for the full period of accreditation.

Accreditation with adjustment requirements, with specification of adjustments and the time in which these must be carried out, should be awarded if one or more requirements are judged to be “acceptable with adjustment requirements”. If a program is rated as “accredited with adjustment requirements”, accreditation must be awarded for a shorter period of time than the full period of accreditation, after which compliance with the adjustment requirements is verified.

If any of the above conditions are not satisfied, then the accrediting panel can recommend that accreditation is withheld.

1.7 Procedures for program assessment and program accreditation
This section lists the steps the program assessment (based on self-assessment followed by external review) and program accreditation procedures should follow. Individual accreditation agencies may add further requirements to respond to nationally and culturally distinctive features of higher education and to ensure compliance with national legislation.

1.8  Application by a higher education institution

The detailed self-assessment report and documentation is submitted before the visit of the accreditation team (sufficient time should be allowed for review of the report). In any case the self-assessment report should provide adequate information against all the questions.

1.9 Guidelines for the procedure of program assessment

1.9.1  Composition of accreditation team

The accreditation team (external accreditation expert group) should generally consist of at least two persons, preferably more, representing a balance of relevant experience and expertise. At least one member of the accreditation team should be an academic, at least one a practitioner. All members of the accreditation team should be adequately trained in the conduct of the accreditation process. In this regard accreditation institutions should provide (or ensure provision of) adequate training.

To facilitate the dissemination of good practice in accreditation, the accreditation agency should offer the option to include external observers from outside the respective economic region. 

Each member of the accreditation team must provide a statement indicating that no conflict of interest exists between the HEI department at which one or more programmes are being accredited and the panel members. This statement should be received prior to any documentation being distributed.

So, the external expert group should generally consist of the following experts:

· One or two quality assurance experts in the field of higher education institution work (national or 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 (external evaluation expert group). It is also recommended that the panel should be supplemented with a person who, in an independent capacity from the higher education institution, would act as a secretary. Nominations of the experts may come from the accreditation 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 higher education institution involved. The basis for the recognition of the experts should be declarations of their independence. However, the higher education institution under review should have the possibility to comment on the final composition of the panel (external evaluation expert group).

1.9.2 Duration of the accreditation visit

The accreditation process lasts at least two days, including any preliminary meetings of the accreditation team to assess the documentation and the visit to the HEI.

1.9.3 Structure of the accreditation visit

The visit of accreditation team includes:

· A preliminary meeting of the accreditation team prior to the visit to identify what information is to be obtained during the visit;

· A meeting with head of department / university;

· A meeting with academic staff members;

· A meeting with support staff members;

· A meeting with students;

· A meeting with former students;

· A meeting with relevant employers/industry/professional organisations representatives;

·  A visit of relevant facilities (libraries, laboratories, etc.);

·  A review of project work, final papers and other assessed work (with regards to the standard and modes of assessment as well as to the learning achievements of the students);

· Feedback by the accreditation team at the end of the visit.

1.10 Guidelines for the procedure of program accreditation

1.10.1 Verification and validation of the report by the accreditation agency/commission

The accreditation team prepares, and agrees, an accreditation report. The accreditation report is then submitted to the HEI to check for factual errors and (should the HEI desire) submit a statement on the report. The statement of the HEI is transmitted to the members of the accreditation team for review of the accreditation report and formulation of recommendation concerning the accreditation decision.

1.10.2 Decision on accreditation

A designated board of the accreditation agency should take the final decision on accreditation. The accreditation decision must clearly define the period of validity (the duration of which should not exceed a maximum period) and whether it refers to year of entry or year of graduation. After the limited validity of the accreditation has expired, the program must be submitted to re-accreditation.

The accreditation decision is then communicated to the HEI.

1.10.3 Publication

The list of accredited programs must be made available to the public by each accreditation institution. 

1.11 Recommended template for publication of results

Higher education institution (name in original language and in English):

Country:

State/province (where applicable):

Name of the program (name in original language and in English):

Degree awarded:

Qualification level (first cycle/second cycle/third cycle):

Program objectives: 

Profile (where applicable):

Program duration (semesters; in case of “terms” of different length, indicate them and the equivalent in semesters): 

Total number of ECTS credits awarded: 

Curriculum analysis:

Brief description of the program:

Examples of very good practice (where applicable):

Accredited without/with adjustment requirements:

Adjustment requirements (where applicable):

Accredited by (agency, country):

Accredited (from ... to …): 

Chapter III. Appealing procedures and remedy plans

Dr Bozo Petrov, Prof Vojo Visekruna

1.1. Appealing procedure 

The appraisal process relies on the collective judgment of the members of the Appraisal Committee.  The validity of this collective judgment derives from the high quality of the members of this committee, their diverse academic backgrounds and their assimilation of the collective experience that the committee has developed over time.  The breadth and continuity of this experience enables the committee to evaluate academic programs of different types. Nevertheless, the appeal procedures are provided because it has to be a mechanism of appeal beyond the Appraisal Committee as a further safeguard against any miscarriage of justice that might occur in spite of the use of agreed-upon appraisal procedures.

An appeals process is provided for institutions to review process issues raised during the accreditation process. Institutions have the legal right of appeal to accreditation decisions, if the institution addressed in the report feels that the self-assessment report does not accurately reflect the state of affairs in the institution. Such an appeal should be made directly to the Appraisal Committee as soon as possible.

1.1.1. The Grounds for Appeal

An institution that is dissatisfied with the outcome of the appraisal of its program shall have the right to appeal on the grounds that the decision of Appraisal Committee was: 

· arbitrary, 

· prejudiced, 

· biased, 

· capricious, 

· based upon incorrect facts and/or

· incorrect interpretation of facts.

1.1.2. Appeal Procedure

Receipt of a complaint that meets the above requirements will be acknowledged by Appraisal Committee as soon as possible, and a copy of the complaint will be sent to the accredited program at the same time. Complainants should submit all available supporting information with the complaint. The Appraisal Committee will have some time to respond to the complaint. The complainant may be asked to respond to information provided by the Appraisal Committee. The Committee, through its staff, reserves the authority to dismiss complaints determined to be non-substantive or frivolous.

The Appraisal Committee will review a complaint at its first regularly scheduled meeting after the receipt of the a complaint. The Appraisal Committee may, after review, act upon the complaint or defer action pending receipt of additional information. The Committee may act as follows:

· Request an invitation for a special on-site assessment to investigate the complaint;

· Request additional information from the complainants;

· Send an educative letter to the complainant;

· Notify the complainant that accreditation decisions are appropriate.

The Appraisal Committee will communicate in writing its action on the appeal to the

complainant. 

1.2. Remedy plan  

Appraisal Committee prepare their own written report, based upon feedback and the results of the inspection, and send this to the institution for confirmation of the report’s factual accuracy. Once they have amended the report to take account of any factual errors they agree they have made, Appraisal Committee will send to the institution report in final form, and will ask to prepare an action plan based on the recommendations in the final report.

Recommendations are made for improvements in the services provided by the institution.  Self-Assessment can help institution to set achievable goals and prioritize key action plans to significantly improve facility’s environmental performance. It is intended to provide a set of examples to assess your facilities environmental program's status, prioritize goals, and assist in the development of an action plan. Regarding to self-assessment report, where is clearly identified areas of weakness or underperformance, institutions can plan actions to remedy such shortcomings, which are consisted from further steps:
· Actions plans specify the actions needed to address each of the top organizational issues and to reach each of the associated goals, who will complete each action and according to what timeline. 

· Develop an overall, top-level action plan that depicts how each strategic goal will be reached.

· Develop an action plan for each major function in the institution. These plans, in total, should depict how the overall action plan will be implemented. In each action plan, specify the relationship of the action plan to the institution's overall, top-level action plan.

· Ensure each employee has an action plan that contributes to the overall. These plans, in total, should depict how the action plans of the major functions will be implemented. Again, specify the relationship of these action plans to the institution's overall, top-level action plan.

· The format of the action plan depends on the nature and needs of the institution. The plan for the institution, each major function and each employee, might specify:
a) The goal(s) that are to be accomplished
b) How each goal contributes to the institution's overall strategic goals
c) What specific results (or objectives) much be accomplished that, in total, reach the goal of the institution
d) How those results will be achieved
e) When the results will be achieved (or timelines for each objective)

The quality assurance unit of the institution should see to it that the recommendations have been acted upon appropriately within the time frame. When the objectives set in the recommendations have been achieved, a short report describing the outcome of the recommendations is submitted to Appraisal Committee for its approval. 

Chapter IV.  Accreditation procedures

Mrs Jasna Hivziefendić, Prof Mirsad Djonlagić,
Today the institutions in Bosnia and Herzegovina are faced with increasing challenges related to the higher education reform. Bound by the Bologna decleration to apply the Bologna process principles, they are further obliged to continue the reform in accordance with the outline of the Law on Higher Education adopted in 2007. The near future will undoubtedly be a dynamic and active period, however the accreditation process of the higher education institutions in Bosnia and Herzegovina certainly presents one of the most significant tasks. It should also be mentioned that appropriate agencies have been recently established and the definition of their operation goals is in progress at the moment.

The accreditation of higher education institutions first began in the United States as an attempt to regulate the higher education sector consisting of different institutions that existed and still exist in the education system today. The accreditation represented a way to encourage quality increase as well as to provide the founders of such institutions with a guarantee that such institutions satisfy explicitly defined standards of the accreditation agencies.

In the last decade, significant changes took place in Europe due to the higher education reform as outlined by the Bologna process aimed at creating the European area of higher education.

During the Berlin summit held in 2003, the ministries for education issued a statement, which among other states that “the quality of higher education has proven to be at the heart of the setting up of a European Higher Education Area”. They further ” commit themselves to supporting further the continued development of quality assurance at  institutional, national and European level”, while also emphasizing that “ consistent with the principles of institutional autonomy, the primary responsibility for quality assurance in higher education lies with each institution itself and this provides the basis for real accountability of the academic system within the national quality framework”. 

Taking into consideration the responsibility of higher education institutions, on one hand, and the accountability of the state system to ensure quality on the other, the Berlin statement accentuates evaluation and accreditation as important tools for securing quality. During the Berlin summit it was agreed that “the state systems for ensuring quality should include the following by the year 2005:

· The evaluation of programs or institutions, comprising internal (e)valuation, external control, students’ participation and the publication of results.

· A system of accreditation, certification or equivalent procedures.

Such concept has been implemented in most European countries, which established quality insurance systems in higher education and defined the accreditation procedures as important method for external quality insurance. 
 It can be concluded that the accreditation plays an extremely important role in higher education considering the fact that the decisions of accreditation enable international acknowledgement of courses and degrees as well as the fact that the accreditation results became immensely important for establishing international education system and global service exchange.

A European Consortium for Accreditation (ECA) was established in 2003, the principle aim of which was to achieve international recognition of accreditation decisions among ECA members by the end of 2007. The members of ECA believe that mutual recognition of accreditation decisions will contribute to the recognition of qualifications in higher education and the mobility of students and graduates in Europe. It will also prevent the necessity of multiple accreditations for institutions and programs operating across borders. ECA members have agreed on a road map for mutual recognition, including the following achievements:

· ECA members have committed themselves to a code of good practice. Compliance to the 17 standards of the Code will be externally evaluated. 

· ECA members have agreed upon a set of principles for the selection of experts. 

· ECA members are involved in cooperative projects meant to facilitate mutual recognition by increasing mutual understanding and trust. 

· ECA members and ENIC/NARICs in six countries have signed a joint declaration on the "automatic" recognition of accredited qualifications. 

· ECA members have agreed on principles for accreditation procedures regarding joint programs. 

· ECA members have agreed to regard each other’s accreditation tools and instruments as compatible and free of substantial differences. This agreement towards mutual recognition can be seen as paving the way for the signing of mutual recognition agreements
. 
1.1 Who is in charge of accreditation?

The responsibility for the accreditation process is divided between different agencies: state accreditation agency, nongovernmental accreditation agency, rectors' conference, institutional/university network and professional organization/association. The roles assigned to different participants i.e. the state, institutions and agencies are essential to the process. Thus, in the United States, the responsibility for accreditation is divided among state and nongovernmental institutions, while accreditation represents a tool state institutions use to manage the educational sector in some countries of Central and Eastern Europe. There are numerous quality insurance agencies in Europe today, established on national or regional levels, which provide accreditation to higher education institutions. Some of them specialize in certain areas while some operate on all, regional as well as national, levels such as:

· Accreditation, Certification and Quality Assurance Institute (ACQUIN)

· Austrian Accreditation Council - AAC

· National Evaluation and Accreditation Agency at the Council of Ministries (NEAA), Bulgaria

· Accreditation Agency for Degree Programs in Engineering, Informatics/Computer Science, the Natural Sciences and Mathematics (ASIIN)

· Accreditation Commission of the Czech Republic, Czech republic

· The Danish Evaluation Institute, university and non-university, Denmark

· Zentrale Evaluations – und Akkreditierungsagentur Hannover (ZEvA), Germany

· Finish Higher Education Evaluation Council, Finland

· Netherlands Association of Universities of Professional Education (HBO-raad), The Netherlands

· National Agency for Higher Education, Sweden

Accreditation agencies defined criteria and standards for the accreditation of institutions and courses. In some cases, these are defined by law while in other, agencies themselves or in cooperation with similar institutions at home or abroad establish their operational rules and regulations.

1.2. Accreditation criteria, standards and their application 

Accreditation has been applying in countries such as Bulgaria, Estonia, Check Republic, Hungary and Lithuania using previously defined standards. The accreditation commission has established the rules for different fields in which certain institutions operate.

Germany also defined the standards for accreditation of new educational levels, such as bachelor (first degree) and master, as well as those for further education. The process includes basic instructions, research and applicability. The Ministries for Education Conference, Presidents and Rectors’ Conference and other high-ranking institutions such as the Rectors’ Conference in Germany, Accreditation Council establish the general demands and all evaluation agencies in Germany are obliged to obey the minimum of the established standards. The following key standards are applied: more than 30 % of academic staff in colleges must have a doctoral degree, at universities more than 50 % while more than 50 % of the staff must be permanently employed. Regional agencies may apply additional standards within the established framework. Central Agency for Accreditation and Evaluation from Hannover developed additional criteria such as research- oriented bachelor degree curriculum which must include over 50 % of basic scientific principles, 20 % of scientific method principles and 30 % of the subject knowledge. Other principles are also possible, such as assuring students the acquisition of basic competences, international recognition of programs, modular curriculum etc.

Austrian accreditation standards are also similar to German. They are applicable on the institutional level and represent primary accreditation related activities of the Austrian Accreditation Council (AAC) towards the institutions included in the process.

In Southeast Europe, the National Institute for Teachers Accreditation in Portugal uses legal regulations and standards established by the Agency.

1.3 Application of other standards in different evaluation processes 

The application of criteria becomes a unique principle in the evaluation program. For example, the education in institutions, which are not universities in Holland, is evaluated by the NBO-raad agency. The evaluation framework is established for all determined criteria used to ensure quality. The boards of these associations determine the framework issues and those are binding.

The quality insurance is based on three principles: the relation between the study programs and labor market, between effectiveness and efficiency of the programs and quality management conditions.

The quality insurance framework consists of 24 evaluative questions. The results are divided in three categories, the criteria are limited and the evaluation results are presented according to the following scale: weak, insufficient, average, good or satisfactory.

Italian agency Committee for University System Evaluation uses the criteria for the first evaluative activity- the institutional audit.

Finally, the French National Committee for Evaluation uses the criteria defined by the Agency, however they are adjusted to each evaluation.

Academic review is the new integral method in Great Britain focused on the establishment, sustainability and quality and standard improvement. This principle is in use from October 2000 in Scotland and from January 2002 in all United Kingdom. It functions during a six-year cycle during which each institution is evaluated once. In order to evaluate all subjects, the evaluation is performed based on academic standards. Institutional evaluation comprises total responsibility for quality management and the standards of the whole institution.

1.5 Accreditation definition and purpose

Accreditation is nowadays defined in many different ways although all accreditation processes contain common elements up to a certain level.

It can be said that the primary purpose of the accreditation process is to ensure the quality of education and services provided by the public or private universities as well as other educational institutions.

Accreditation is, therefore, focused on the quality of higher education institutions and of their educational programs. One of the general definitions of the term states that the accreditation is “a formal and independent decision indicating that a higher education institution and/or programs it offers satisfy particular standards.” 

The purpose of accreditation lies in the following:

1. Using evaluation standards to ensure the quality of education

2. Evaluating educational programs in order to achieve certain goals and results

3. Estimating to which level the study programs meet the accreditation standards

4.  Encouraging institutions to increase the quality of education

5.  Assuring the responsibility of educational institutions

6.  Enabling the public to trust the educational institutions

In addition to the aforementioned, present concepts of higher education accreditation serve the purpose of ensuring quality while focusing on an institution, its part or program in order to: 

· To ensure the recognition of credits and university degrees in academic context as the student mobility program requires

· To inform the present and future students on the value of particular studying programs

· To provide to the employers of graduates necessary information on their qualifications status and value

· To provide the opportunity for higher education institutions to demonstrate appropriate allocation and use of public funds at their disposal.

1.3  Accreditation types

 Single accreditation would not satisfy the needs of different institutions in need of accreditation status. Thus, accreditation agencies offered two basic accreditation types:

· Institutional accreditation

· Professional or program accreditation

Institutional accreditation is related to the quality and integrity of the entire institution, the evaluation of institution’s achievements regarding its own mission, goals and obstacles. In order to fulfill the conditions for the status of institutional accreditation all university aspects, including academic quality, administrative efficiency and other services provided, are to be inspected by the accreditation organization.

Institutional accreditation confirms that a university operates on a high-quality level. Such accreditation type is encompassing and demonstrates that an institution has reached quality standards in all segments, such as faculties, administration, curricula and syllabi, student services and in terms of overall financial profit. Above all, it is highly regarded in the world of higher education.

Universities and other educational institutions, which meet the conditions set up by the accreditation organization according to certain quality standards, achieve the status of institutional accreditation.

Professional or program accreditations are related to the studying programs in professional and expert fields and they evaluate the level of achievement in terms of program mission, goals and education philosophy in general.

Such type of accreditation is created and realized for special departments, programs, schools or faculties within universities that already obtained institutional accreditation.

It focuses on certain aspects of departments, programs or a specific academic field of study. For example, this accreditation status recognizes certain quality aspects in the academic field of engineering, medicine, law or other educational programs.

It is essential that the students today be informed on study programs that have professional and program accreditation status
1.4 Accreditation process and benefits

It has already been pointed out that the agencies for quality insurance perform the accreditation process that is usually regulated by law.

A university or another higher education institution requesting accreditation status needs to undertake several primary steps in the accreditation process each of which is determined by the accreditation organization responsible for providing such status.

A university or an institution entering the accreditation process must first prepare materials that demonstrate the institution’s achievements and the quality level to be evaluated. These materials are submitted to the Accreditation Commission, which in turn plans visits of expert teams to the institution to be given accreditation. Further on, university is submitted to the evaluation of the written materials performed by the expert teams formed by the agency. Such teams usually consist of former rectors, deans and other prominent experts related to the field of accreditation. Finally, the accreditation organization determines whether an institution is to be accredited or not.

During the accreditation process, accreditation agencies follow certain criteria related to:

1. University management

2. Educational goals within studying programs

3. Conceptual classification of studying programs within the academic system

4. The concept of studying programs

5. The realization of studying programs

6. The assessment system

7. Transparency and documentation

8. The fulfillment of conditions

9. Quality insurance

The accreditation plan consists of the following elements:

1. Accreditation goals

2. Accreditation subject

3. By whom is the accreditation performed

4. For whom is the evaluation performed

5. Accreditation period

6. How will the accreditation be performed

7. Reference framework

8. How will the accreditation results be interpreted

9. Which measures will be undertaken after accreditation

The accreditation process consists of:

1. Preparation and self-evaluation:

A university or another institution requesting accreditation status prepares the materials that will efficiently demonstrate institutional achievements. 
The institution should make a written report in which the achievements are evaluated in accordance with the standards and criteria set up by the accreditation organization. The report usually includes the abovementioned segments. Teaching staff and students are responsible for making self-evaluation report or its parts related to the teaching process, while administrative staff and university management write the parts related to the overall functioning and university organization. The main purpose of the reports is to represent a platform for further reforms within the institution and to provide information to external team in charge of accreditation. The report is submitted to the Accreditation Team in due time determined by the general accreditation rules. The Commission does not take into consideration incomplete reports or those not submitted within the deadline.

2. Expert teams visits and inspection
In addition to the central Accreditation Commission expert teams/groups are formed for particular areas by the agency. They examine the materials prepared, self-evaluation reports and the general operation of a university or another institution requesting accreditation status. Accreditation teams visit the institution according to a previously arranged schedule and they mostly consist of academic and administrative staff from each field of accreditation employed by the agency. During such visits closed sessions are held with teachers, students, administrative staff or university management respectively, according to the type of accreditation to be implemented.

3. Accreditation organization’s decision

Subsequent to completing previous steps, the accreditation organization demands that they be examined by the commission/teams and that the accreditation status of a university or another institution requesting accreditation be confirmed or rejected.

4. Continuous evaluation

By accepting the accreditation status, a university or another institution agrees to be submitted to rotation evaluation procedure once in a few (or, in some cases, in ten) years. An institution is usually requested to complete all the steps within the accreditation process during each evaluation. The purpose of such continuous evaluation is the maintenance of the necessary accreditation standards.

It could be said, therefore, that the accreditation is an opinion about an institution given by the accreditation agency, which clearly demonstrates that its program is in accordance with the standards and that its system is efficient in ensuring quality and constant improvement of academic activities in correspondence with the agency’s criteria. The accreditation process must include three principal academic activities: educational programs, research and other scientific activities as well as the importance of community.

The purpose of accreditation has been explained above. However, four of its segments should be accentuated due to their importance for the students:

The quality of education. As a result of the accreditation process, the students can freely consider the education they are paying for is worth the time, money and effort they invested. The accreditation status demonstrates that a university or another institution of higher education meets the standards and qualities established by the accreditation organization in terms of faculties, curriculum and syllabus, administration, libraries, financial benefits and student services.

However, even though the quality of education is guaranteed to each student attending the accredited university or another institution, it by no means automatically assures academic success. Making out the best from the education provided is up to each student individually!

Financial assistance There are special programs of financial assistance provided by government institutions offered to the students in many European countries. It should be accentuated that, in such programs, students from accredited universities are given the advantage.

ECTS transfer. Many students desire to switch to a different university at some point of their studies. In most cases, they want to transfer their credits to a new university so to avoid taking similar courses and wasting time. Accreditation is an important factor in deciding whether a university will accept the credit transfer from previous school.

Greater chances of employment.

The students who graduate from an accredited university will definitely benefit when seeking employment because the labor market will establish their criteria based on all the elements of the accreditation process.

1.5 Possible accreditation results:

· Unconditioned accreditation for a full accreditation period of five years after which accreditation is repeated.

· Conditioned accreditation with responsibilities to perform certain improvements and for a limited period. In such case improvements/conditions are to be fulfilled before a determined date.

· A suspension of the procedure due to large deficiencies that can last for a certain period.

· Unconditional rejection, either due to the withdrawal of a university or due to the seriousness and nature of deficiencies.

The results of each accreditation report should be published.

1.6 The legislation of Bosnia and Herzegovina

The constitution of the Agency for Higher Education Development and Quality Insurance, the operation of which is defined by the outline of the Law on higher education is in process at the moment in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Here are some parts of the aforementioned Law pertinent for the Agency’s responsibilities. The Agency is in charge of the following:

· Determining clear, transparent and accessible criteria for the accreditation of higher education institutions and establishing the minimal standards for higher education,

· Establishing the criteria for choosing local and international experts who provide evaluation, undertake quality revision and recommend the accreditation of higher education institutions.

· Recommending the criteria for licensing higher education institutions and study programs,

· Determining the quality standards, quality analysis and recommending procedures to eliminate deficiencies in higher education institutions.

Concerning the accreditation, the Agency is in charge of:

· Announcing public competition for local and international experts who will evaluate and revise quality standards and recommend accreditation of institutions or their programs (hereafter: the experts);

·    Forming a commission for determining a list of experts who meet the criteria of the Agency. The Commission consists of five members: a representative of Rectors’ Conference, a representative of one Cantonal Ministry, Ministry from Republika Srpska, Brcko District and a representative of the Agency.
· Appointing a commission of experts on the basis of recommendations that the authorities responsible for education made on the selection of experts from the list;
· Recommending the accreditation of higher education institutions or programs to the authorities based on the opinion provided by the commission of experts;

· The procedure of accreditation and of issuing a confirmation of accreditation and licensing to institutions which are delivered by the Ministry of Republika Srpska, Cantonal Ministries and Brcko District in accordance with the defined responsibilities of the Agency;

· Managing the national registry of accredited higher education institutions;

· Updating the list of accredited higher education institutions in Bosnia and Herzegovina and its publication in “The Official Bulleting of Bosnia and Herzegovina” at least once a year as well as in three daily newspapers at least twice a year.

1.7 International recognition of the accreditation process

In order to support international recognition of the academic institutions, studying processes and degrees obtained, it is necessary that the decisions of the accreditation process in one country be acknowledged in other countries as well. Therefore, the standards and criteria established by the accreditation agencies must be the result of international practice and standards of academic activity established by the international institutions of higher education. National standards should comply with the international as much as possible.

International transparency of the accreditation process decisions also facilitates the understanding of international higher education quality standards as well as the compatibility of university degrees and other qualifications. It also enables the implementation of one goal of the Bologna process – the development of a system easily readable and comparable degrees what will facilitate a student and teaching mobility.
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