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The external evaluation of academic quality is calied out
in the following situations:

a) for the temporary functioning authorisation of a study programme
(programme authorisation) or of a higher educationservice provider

(institutional authorisation)

b) for the accreditationof a study programmeprogramme accreditation)
or of a higher education institution(institutional accreditation)

c) for the periodical certification, every five yearsof the academic
quality of education and research services from anaccredited

university.



SUMMARY

The external evaluation of academic quality in acadited higher education institutionsis carried out for the periodical
certification, every five years, of the academialigy of the educational and research servicesaasgf the educational
process within aaccredited university

l11.1. EXTERNAL EVALUATION AT INSTITUTIONAL LEVEL

- verifying the managerial activity and institutiorstituctures;

- verifying the financial activity

- verifying the internal quality assurance procedures

- verifying the quality status at institutional leyveg¢sulted from the analysis and correlation offadl available
information, according to the Methodology.

I11.2. EXTERNAL EVALUATION OF THE STUDY PROGRAMMES'QUALITY

Verifying the continuous fulfiliment of the requiremts according to which the programmes’ temporary
authorisation/accreditation and institutional addmion were granted, which begins with trexification of the fulfilment

of the compulsory normative requirements on the f@wnary functioning authorisation and accreditationf academic
degree university studiesstipulated at paragraph 4.2. of the Methodoldgy, a number of accredited programmes
established according to the number of academireddiglds, but not less than three accreditednarages.

Monitoring the evaluationa mission managermember of the RQAAHE Council, usually from tQauality evaluation
department

The mission manager proposes, avardinator of the expert evaluatoteamcarrying out the visit, a representative of the
institutional evaluation Commission for managedafinancial activities or, as the case may bee@esentative of one of
the permanent speciality experts Commissions etiatua field, one or several study programmes. pheposal is
discussed and approved in the Agency’s Council.

The team (commission) of EXPERT EVALUATORS

- expert evaluators from the FIELDS correspondmmthe visited study programmes, usually comprisimgember
of the permanent speciality experts Commissiony(thaw up the VISIT RECORD, for the academic qyativaluation of
study programmes, signed by all the team memb#s)isit Recordis discussed and approved within the PERMANENT
SPECIALITY EXPERTS Commissions, on fields (REPORTIN THE STUDY PROGRAMMES QUALITY
EVALUATION are drawn up for each evaluated prograenthe Reports on the study programmes quality evaluation
shall be submitted to the QUALITY EXTERNAL EVALUATQN DEPARTMENT;

- expert evaluators in the field of managerial &indncial activities and institutional structuredrgw up the VISIT
RECORD and the REPORT OF THE INSTITUTIONAL EVALUAON COMMISSION FOR MANAGERIAL AND
FINANCIAL ACTIVITIES, which are submitted to the ALITY EXTERNAL EVALUATION DEPARTMENT);

- the QUALITY EXTERNAL EVALUATION DEPARTMENT discuses and approves thBeports of study
programmes quality evaluatioand theReport of the institutional evaluation commission fmanagerial and financial
activities(draws up the REPORT OF THE QUALITY EXTERNAL EVAIATION DEPARTMENT);

- the REPORT OF THE QUALITY EXTERNAL EVALUATION DEPARMENT is presented and discussed in the
RQAAHE COUNCIL (after approval, it is achieved et AGENCY’'S EXTERNAL INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION
REPORT).
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1. Introduction

1.1. Context

e The mission of the Romanian Quality Assurance Agegdor Higher Education (hereinafter
called the Agency or RQAAHE established in compliance with the provisions thé
Government Emergency Ordinance no. 75/2005 on éducquality assurance, approved by
Law no. 87/2006, Art.14 (1), consists of the exéérevaluation of education quality,
respectively of the academic results and perforesd higher education institutions. In this
respect, the Agency contributes to the promotioputflic confidence in the rules and standards
of issuing university qualifications, respectivalfyplomas and certificates in the Romanian
higher education. This part of the guide descrifesmethods and procedures applied by the
Agency for theexternal institutional evaluation.

The process of quality external evaluation at instinal level éxternal institutional
evaluatior) is based on a permanesitategic and informational partnership between the Agency
and the Rectors’ National Council (RNC), on thetsymtic consultation of the National Agency for
Qualifications in Higher Education and Partnershifgth the Economic and Social Environment
(ACPART), as well as on the collaboration with Mmistry of Education and Research.

1.2. Principles of applying the external instituthal evaluation methods

The external evaluation is a process focusing @ndghality of study programmes and the
standards of issuing diplomas and certificateswael as on the responsibility of higher education
institutions for what they undertake in this respddie external evaluation is a peer review stgrtin
from the documents of internal quality assurancistieag in each institution and aims at fulfilling
several fundamental principles.

The external institutional evaluation tries to keepalancebetween the institutions’ need
of rigorous, independent and publicly credible eatibn and the recognition of the fact that
institutions are in the most appropriate positiorptovide to all the interested correct and
updated information about the quality of their styptogrammes and standards of issuing
diplomas and graduation certificates.

As part of applying the external institutional exation process, the Agency periodically
establishes, together with M.Ed.R. and NCHEF, taeegories of data, information and
criteria related to education quality and compuisstandards for every higher education
institution. The Agency expects that higher edweatinstitutions should systematically
publish a series of annually updated informatiorgoality and standards and carry out their
own internal evaluations, in the context of thesadhing and learning strategiekhe
external institutional evaluation process is mainlybased on these published data and
information.

The external institutional evaluation process rezpiia high degree obpenness,
transparency and confidence in the relation betweerthe Agency and each higher
education institution. In order to ensure the seriousness, impartiality aespect of
confidence, the Agency’s activity is based on geahgrinciples and also on the adoption of
a set of principles and rules of functioning the presented iIAPPENDIX 1.1.

The quality evaluation process specially focuses stndents, respectively on the
information they receive about and through stushgmmmes, on the way of facilitating the
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learning access and on the academic standardsoamgetences recognised on the labour
market which are presumed to be achieved by theéeatia qualifications obtained by every
graduate of a study programme.

The external evaluationcombines the assessment of the institutional cgpé&ziadequately
organise the development of study programmes, thghinvestigations on the way of assuring quality
at the level of eacktudy programme (this term is used in the present Guide in ordecdver the
whole variety of modalities, options and other gtupportunities, individual research and related
support for learning, which together represent larning route allowing the access to diploma
granting, at the programme’s graduation).

1.3. Periodicity of the external institutional euvaétion

The external institutional evaluation process sgpessively introduced in the Romanian higher
education starting with the academic year 2006-280Aigher education institutions shall participa
in a first stage in the external institutional exslon until the end of 2009. After that, the eradr
evaluation shall beyclically carried outevery 5 years At the half of each cycle (after minimum two
years, but not later than three years), the Agesheyl carry out within each institution a shortitvisf
evaluation of the progress achieved since thedstsirnal evaluation and to discuss the instituson’
intentions related to the quality improvement mamagnt and reference standards for the remaining
years until the next evaluation. Throughout thelwatsgon cycle, the institutions are presumed to
continue to fulfil the level of standards ascertginn the previous evaluation and shall try, atdhme
time, to reach higher levels.

* During the first academic years of implementing theternal institutional evaluation
mechanism (2006-2007, 2007-2008 and 2008-2009),irsitutions that expect the first
external institutional evaluation initially take rpan the process, starting from the proper
internal institutional evaluation.

» During the first year, the evaluation has an expental character and is initiated on a
voluntary basis. In the first year, the experimental charactespatalled ,pilot”, aims at
improving the internal mechanism of quality evaiomtat the level of study programmes and
institutional level, in order to test, with the s$ance and in cooperation with the Agency, the
internal procedures of quality assurance univessitas well as the relevance and functionality
of the standards and reference standards.

» During the first year, the number of institutiongomitted to the pilot process is expected to
be limited, taking into consideration the trainimgcessities of the Agency’s evaluators.

2. Purpose and objectives of the external institubinal evaluation

2.1. Purpose of the external institutional evaluati

The purpose of the external institutional evaluati® to identify and certify the way higher
education institutions meet public interest, aslaeslthe measures taken for quality improvement, in
the following components of the academic life:

* In the teaching-learning process, by assuring aseable qualitative level of study
programmes, in compliance with the academic refsrestandards published by the
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institution itself and which are at least at theeleof the standards, reference standards and
performance indicators of RQAAHE, in compliancehwihe provisions of the Romanian
Government Decision no. 1418/11.10.2006.

In exercising the legal right of granting diplonaasd qualifications.

2.2. Objectives of the external institutional evalipn

The objectives of the external institutional evéiluaare the following:

* To contribute, along with other mechanisms, topghemotion and assurance of a high
quality of the teaching-learning process in highgucation institutions.

* To ensure the students, employers and public arveidé more rapid access to clear,
trustful and explicit information about the way PRadnstitution offers study
programmes, diplomas and qualifications that fukfé national requirements, according
to the European academic standards and qualitgiples.

 To ensure that, in the situations when the studygq@mmes’ quality is poor, the
external evaluation process creates the conditmirstiate their improvement actions.

* To apply external evaluation mechanisms which quamthe quality of the teaching-
learning process, the management transparency it fiability of higher education
institutions.

3. Main issues of the external institutional evalation process

3.1. Main issues of the external institutional evgltion

The external institutional evaluation focuses aeeéhmain aspects, as it follows:

The efficiency of the internal mechanisms and sttuces of quality assuranceat the
institutions’ level (institutional capacity), frothe point of view of the Good Practices Code
in order to ensure the academic quality and gramluatandards in higher education and the
degree in which the study programmes’ content amality and the standards of issuing
diplomas are periodically revised by each univegrsithis Code is to be elaborated by the
Agency after the pilot stage in 2006-2007, takimig iaccount the good practices at European
level comprised in the documents of teropean Network for Quality Assurance in Higher
Education— ENQA.At the same time, it is analysed if the recomménda carried out on the
occasion of previous (internal and external) ev@dna are implemented and also what is
their effect. The aim of this examination is to yid® public information on the quality of
activities within every higher education institutjoas a programme provider for the higher
qualification internally and internationally recaged.

The accuracy, the complete and credible charactdr information published by the
institutions with regard to the quality of theiudy programmes and diplomas they issue at
graduation. On this occasion, information are ptediconcerning the level of confidence that
can be granted to the informative materials publisiby the institutions on the activity
quality. The information’s useful character is empiBed for the students and other interested
parties.

The mechanisms and procedures of internal qualitgsarance,which are analysed by the
documentary examination of the study programmes’adjty assurance respectively, byhe
thematic evaluation of certain activitiegfor example, the way the university ensures the
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quality of professional and career guidance sesvimiethe students; which is the internal
assurance mechanism of examination quality atetel lof departments and faculties etc.).
The external evaluation aims at demonstrating #iility and credibility of the information
provided by the universities on the basis of theerimal quality assurance process. As a
general trend, within the external institutionahkesation, the study programmes’ evaluation is
expected to cover at least 20% of the programmaeashagher education institution.

3.2. Main elements of the external institutional @wation
In order to answer the purpose it is carried outtfte external institutional evaluation has selverain
elements:

Examining the mechanisms and internal procedures as$urance and continuous
improvement of the quality and results of their laggtion, especially at the study
programmes’ level.

The way of using the external references includedhe Quality Assurance Methodology
including in theGood Practices Code

The available public information on the content anpality of study programmes and the
standards of issuing diplomas at their graduation.

The internal system of information management atsd contribution to the internal
monitoring of quality and fulfilment of standards.

Elaborating, using and publishing the informationppogrammes.

The academic standards proposed by the instittiah those achieved by the students in
obtaining academic qualifications at the graduatibstudy programmes.

Students’ experience in the learning process.

Ensuring the teaching staff quality, including thaluation criteria and the way in which the
teaching-learning efficiency is monitored, improvesid rewarded by the university’s
management.

The way the institution raises the quality leveladif educational, research and managerial
activities compared to the levels of performanckdators realised at the accreditation.

This enumeration is not limitative, other elemerds be added, in mutual agreement with the

institution, in order to achieve the external ew#ilon purpose.

4. Evaluation data for the activities and structures involved in evaluation

4.1. Access to information of the evaluators teams

In order to support the evaluation teams (commmsian formulating their assessments, they

possess a variety of information sources, namely:

The set of information which is annually reportedhe Ministry of Education and Research
and, respectively, to the NCHEF — National Coureil Higher Education Financing and
NURC - National University Research Council. Theerary is aware of the fact that
institutions shall need time in fulfiling the regements and shall provide adequate
recommendations to the expert evaluators teams skt visit the institutions within the
experimental (pilot) phase.

The self-evaluation reports elaborated by the tumsbns, including the self-evaluation
documents specific to study programmes and thevaetedocumentation; the Guide of
elaborating the institution’s self-evaluation do@nts and recommendations on the structure
of thelnternal evaluation (self-evaluation) repagt presented in APPENDIX 4.1;
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* The information within the institution and from ethsources about the curricular areas
selected for evaluation, including the record & gudents’ results at these disciplines in the
respective university, compared to other higheicatian institutions.

* Reports on the institution drawn up by the Agencyy other relevant organisations within
the last five years.

» Information obtained during or after the evaluatusits.

In order to support the assessments’ elaboratios, elvaluation teams (commissions) possess
information and relevant data analyses, which shallelaborated by the Agency starting with the
experimentation period and, further on, at leasuaily.

The team of expert evaluators permanently interaats a representative of the
institution, hereinafter called theontact person This is a representative member of the academic
community, established by the management of theattun provider. The contact person contributes

to the efficient communication between the Agen@usluators and the higher education institution
and is appointed by the Rector’s Decision.

4.2. Students’ participation

Students represent a central element of the resdtémstitutional evaluation’s objectives. The
evaluation teams examine a series of relevant ssfieche students:

* the quality of information provided to them, the ywthe learning process is facilitated and
supported, the academic standards that are expeztbd achieved and those practically
recorded at obtaining the university qualification;

» within each evaluation process, the students asigethto participate in its main stages. Their
representative structures — mainly the studentgamisation or its equivalent — have the
possibility to participate in the preliminary mewgibetween the Agency and institution and
may provide a written report, prior to the evaloatvisit. The members of the representative
structure, but also other students, are invitedate part in certain meetings during the
evaluation visits and have the possibility to esstirat the external evaluation team took
notice of the most important aspects and of thedopcupations as students.

The institution is recommended to assure the daedtindependent participation of the studentién t
process, starting with the elaboration of the tngtinal self-evaluation documents.

5. Finality and utility of the external institutional evaluation and of the reports
published by the Agency

5.1. Results of the institutional evaluation

The institutional evaluation results are publistydthe Agency as theGENCY’'S EXTERNAL
INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION REPORT, which comprises the following types of assessment

» the confidence that can be granted to the ingtitigi current and predictable
management from the point of view of the qualitystidy programmes and the standards of
issuing graduation diplomas; this assessment camsékil in the financing decision from the
public or private sources of the institution.

» the confidence that can be granted to the uniyemsitording to the clear, honest,
complete and correct character of the informatiohlished by the institution with concern to
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the quality of its programmes and certificatiomskards; this assessment is mainly useful to the
current and future students of the institution emdther categories of beneficiaries.

The AGENCY’S EXTERNAL INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION REPORTalso formulates comments on
other aspects, including on the characteristicgacéies and limits of the internal methods of gyal
assurance by the institutions, on the quality aflgtprogrammes and standards of granting diplomas
and study certificates, according to the conclusiohthe study programmes’ evaluation. The report
emphasises aspects of good practice, comprisesnneendations of progressive improvement of
quality and/or recommendations of internal revisi@cessary at discipline or institutional level.

5.2. Comparing the quality evaluation results tofeeence sources

For the quality management evaluation in a higldercation institution, a series of external
reference sources is used, includinghla¢ional framework of qualifications in the Romaniahigher
education (in course of elaboration), the External/aluation methodology, the standards, reference
standards and the list of performance indicators &QAAHE, published by the Agency, good
practices at European level comprised in the dooatsnef the European Network for Quality
Assurance in Higher EducationENQA. In this way, the aim is to identify the confaty and also to
emphasise the way the institution took into consitien the proposals from the reference sources,
reflected in its own practices in different aredsctivity and conviction that it adopted or shsdion
adopt all the necessary measures to assure qubliey.Agency wants to ensure that the necessary
changes shall be actually carried out for the usityeto comply with the principles and standardis o
assurance and continuous improvement of quality.

6. External institutional evaluation team (commissin)
6.1. Structure of the external institutional evaltian team (commission)

The external evaluation team (commission) purshesirstitution’s quality according to the
fields, standards, criteria and performance indisatestablished by the regulations in fores,
institutional level, accredited as provider of higher education prognas. Taking into account that,
by these regulations, the education provider isdmatonnected from the programmes offered, in order
to achieve the established objectives, the extewauators team has a structure in order to aflev
dialogue with the education provider considerethastution, with as many beneficiaries as possible,
as well as with the structures responsible for deselopment of a relevant number study
programmes

Taking into consideration this objective contexte texternal evaluation team can consist of
minimum three persons, out of whom one is theeam coordinator In well-justified cases, the team
can be addedadditional expert evaluatorsaccording to the number of study programmes or dter
aspects whose achievement is considered necessditye additional, technical or speciality experts,
inside the country or abroadare called to offer other opinions on aspectggtgo the activity at the
level of compulsory normative requirements, disoglor study programme etc.

The coordinator of the expert evaluatoreeam carrying out the visit is proposed by th&ssion
director and may be a representative of thstitutional evaluation Commission for manageraaid
financial activitiesor, as the case may ,be representative of one tfie Commissions of permanent
speciality expertgvaluating a field or one or several study prograshhe proposal is discussed and
approved in the Agency’s Council, after the applavithin the Executive Board.
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The team size is determined by the Agency in a@are with the dimension and complexity of the
evaluated institution’s activity. Theeam coordinatoris mainly focused on institutional aspects and
plays an important role in assuring that, by thentemembers’ activity, relevant data are collected,
necessary for a complete evaluation. The othemuat@ls meet the requirements at institutional level
as well as those at the study programmes’ level.

If, during the visit, ambiguities could not be allated concerning a study programme, a field, & th
financial and managerial activity or with regardhe internal mechanism of quality assurance, atmo
two technical or specialitadditional expert evaluatordnside the country or abroaddifferent from
those who took part in the visit, may be requesbechrry out a new visit, in a shorter term as fiss
specified by the Agency.

The evaluators are selected by the Agency, frorovits register of evaluators and are prepared by the
Agency so they should better know the purposegcatibes and procedures of the external evaluation
process as well as with its own roles and taskisiwmihe evaluation mission.

The evaluators, persons with relevant experiencehfeir positions within the evaluation team, are
trained by the Agency according to the dynamicstted methodology, standards, criteria and
performance indicators.

The reports of evaluating the study programmesliguare drawn up by the Agency’s commissions of
permanent speciality experts. TReport of the institutional evaluation commissionrhanagerial and
financial activities is drawn up by the commissiovith the participation of the expert evaluators,
members of the team that carried out the visit]idgavith the financial, patrimony and managerial
issues.

6.2. Carrying out the evaluation at the level ofetAgency’s Council

For each evaluation mission, TRriality evaluation departmemtroposes for approval to the
Agency’s Council anission directorout of the members of the RQAAHE Council,@araluation team
(commission)and ateam coordinator

The mission directorselects out of the Register of expert evaluattirs, evaluation team
(commission) members and proposes for approvdiddEikecutive Board of the RQAAHE Council a
coordinator of the evaluation missigrwho is part of thénstitutional evaluation commission

For the selection of experts, the elements compriden the APPENDIX 6.1. shall be taken into
account.

Applying the external mechanisms of quality evdatramust be as transparent and efficient as
possible and, at the same time, it should not aoesmore resources than necessary. For this purpose,
the team (commission) of expert evaluators usexising information and documentary support of
the study programmes provider. Thus, the intermaluchents are submitted for examination to the
evaluators assigned by the Agency as self-evaluadiocuments. Evaluators shall also use other
information and documents available in electroomrfat, for example, on an intranet site of the aigh
education institution.

The mission director:
* pursues that the time allocated for an evaluasioould be the minimum necessary in order to
help expert evaluators make their own assessmarttsecevaluated study programmes as well as
on the institution;
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» assures the transparency of the evaluation proogsapplying the standards and reference
standards published by the Agency;
» permanently interacts with theam coordinatorthe contact persomssigned by the institution.

The external evaluation team (commission) is meeddy the Agency’s Council on the whole
period of preparation, development and report @& éxternal evaluation mission, by th&ssion
director.

The mission directorformulates recommendations to the institutions rythe visit preparation
and works with the evaluation team to the initiacdmentation analysis, using as a benchmark the
information from the Agency’s database. Timéssion directoris an important interlocutor in the
dialogue with the evaluated institution’s repreaéime. He is also responsible for the mission’s
achievement, collaborating with tlveordinator of the evaluators teano the elaboration and, if the
case, revision of the final report on the basipadsible suggestions of the evaluated institutide.
signs, together with thenission coordinatoy the final form of theEvaluation reports of the study
programmes’ qualityand theReport of the institutional evaluation commissiomtif financial and
managerial activitiepresented to the RQAAHEGUALITY EXTERNAL EVALUATION DEPARTMENT.

7. Carrying out the external institutional evaluation process
7.1. Preparing and carrying out the external evali@n
The external institutional evaluation process tgase according to the following calendar.
(for 2007, when the Methodology is experimentalppléed, periods are recommended that to be

shorter)

Calendar of organising and carrying out an externainstitutional evaluation mission

No.crt. Activities Period

1 The RQAAHE’s Quality Assurance Department takeEhe assignment of thairector of external
notice of the Application for external evaluation | evaluation mission is carried out by the
submitted to the Agency by the university, or o thRQAAHE, 6 months prior to the evaluation
submittal of another legal document according tactvh visit, according to the application fq
external evaluation is initiated, and of the fuifént of | institutional evaluation or to other leggal
the contracting conditions for the institutionab&yation| document, on the basis of which the
and of at least 20% of the study programmes. external evaluation is initiated, submitted py
the institution to the Agency’s headquartefs.

=

The application for evaluation shall also contdie tist
of all the accredited study programmes, within tkk | The assignment of the mission director| is

fields, for all the three cycles. carried out one month at most since the
receipt of the Application for external
evaluation.

The preliminary visit of the evaluatignission director
2. The mission director visits the institution in orde meet| The preliminary visit of the evaluation
the institution’s representatives and students eomnieg | mission director takes place 5 months| at
the future evaluation visit. Within the preliminavisit, | most before the evaluation visit. The
the list of accredited programmes submitted towatédn | meeting with the contact person is finalised
shall be finalised. The mission director discusaesl| by a document signed by both parties.
establishes together with the institution the cdéenof
the external evaluation process, the Evaluation
Methodology and corresponding guides. The instituti
is represented by thewntact person.
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At the proposal of the Quality Assurance Departmen

Shall be finalised four months at mq

the basis of the document presented by the migshmfore the evaluation visit.

director, the Agency’s Council approves the lisisafdy
programmes that are to be evaluated, as well a
structure of the expert evaluators’ team: the t

coordinator, expert evaluators. The data refertmghe

the
m’

programmes are communicated to the university deror
to prepare the necessary complementary documemtatio

The Agency receives the Self-evaluation reg
(documentation) at institutional level (in printehd

ofhe Agency expects to receive the sg
evaluation Report as well as the compl

electronic format), the documentation for the studiocumentation two months at most prior

programmes selected by the Agency’s Council
external evaluation, as well as the appendices
electronic format.

fthe evaluation visit. If the documents 3
riat received in due time or if they a
ascertained to be incomplete, the Ager
reserves the right to re-schedule the visi

calendar of the other evaluations establis
by the Agency.

plf-
ete
to
\re
re

ncy
to

a future date which should not disturb the

hed

The meeting of thevaluation team coordinatowith the
contact person and a students’ representativedardo
identify the objectives of carrying out evaluatichging
the visit, the possible thematic evaluation fiei®l the
calendar, timetable and place of each stage withén
evaluation visit. There will also be establishede

additional information that must be prepared by

institution until the external evaluation visit.

Shall be carried out at RQAAHE’
headquarters, one month at most before
evaluation visit. During the visit, th
experts’ commission may request
evaluate a limited number of oth
thobjectives, as well as certain timetal
tloanges.

[%2)

the

to
er

Dle

The evaluation team visits the institutiofhe mission
directorjoins the team in the final day of visit.

The team of evaluators meets the teaching staff
students in order to discuss issues concerningiatiah
at institutional and thematic levels and at thedgt
programmes selected by the Agency. The evaluatio
the study programmes and/or fields is usually edrout
by one - two experts.

The external institutional evaluation visit
carried out during three week days (usua
drein Wednesday to Friday).

U
n o

is
[y,

If need be, the institution is notified with regara a
possible request for a specialised independentris@e
for a study programme or field where ambiguities

or

doubt have appeared on the internal mechanism of

quality assurance. The institution can providejrduthe
last day of the evaluation visit, additional infation
that may contribute to the situation’s clearing up.

2 At the beginning of the second day of visif.

The mission directoisends the visited institution a lett
comprising the preliminary results of the institunal
evaluation. The letter is elaborated with the agrest of
all evaluation team members and countersigned by
mission coordinatar

efn two weeks at the most after t

evaluation visit.

th

ne

If necessary, the mission director establishes imwith
week, together with the institution, the date/datden
the additional expert evaluators shall be presentlie
additional visit of evaluating the programme, fiedd

Additional expert evaluators submit to t
RQAAHE's Quality assurance departme
reports containing the new visit
conclusions, within a week since the n
visit's conclusion.

ne
nt

EwW

thematic evaluation. This visit takes place witto
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weeks at most after the institutional evaluatiosityvi

10. The institution responds to the letter containirge [t Within one month at most since the exterpal
preliminary results of the institutional evaluation institutional evaluation visit.

THE  QUALITY EXTERNAL EVALUATION
11. DEPARTMENT discusses and approves fReports off Within two months at most since the
the study programmes quality evaluatiand theReport| institutional evaluation visit.
of the institutional evaluation commission for ficéal
and managerial activitiesThe Departmentdraws up the
REPORT OF THE QUALITY EXTERNAL
EVALUATION DEPARTMENT;

THE REPORT OF THE QUALITY EXTERNAL
EVALUATION DEPARTMENT is presented angd
discussed in the RQAAHE COUNCIL, which draws up
the AGENCY'S EXTERNAL INSTITUTIONAL
EVALUATION REPORT, in the mission directols
presence.

The Council decides the publication of tAgency’s
external institutional evaluation repoxdn RQAAHE’s
website. It is advisable to publish in appendix dnswer
letter of the evaluated institution.

7.2. Additional details concerning the developmenoit the activities specified in the external
institutional evaluation calendar.

The evaluation process stadix months before the documentation visit, when the Agency’s
Quality Evaluation Department assigns thission directorand provides the application for external
evaluation submitted by the higher education insah.

. The preliminary meeting betweenthe mission director and the higher education
institution takes place approximatdlye months prior to the evaluation visit. The meeting shall/é
the role of clarifying the purpose and procedurethe evaluation. The issues discussed shall be the
interaction between the evaluation team membegesevialuated institution and Agency, the content of
the documentation prepared by the university faemmal evaluation (to ensure that self-evaluation
documents cover all the aspects of the externduatran process). The database for the selection of
the study programmes that shall be evaluated witienmission is also established. The preliminary
meeting offers at the same time the possibilityarfous discussions between the mission directdr an
representatives of the students’ organisations withcern to the students’ contribution within the
external institutional evaluation process.

During this preliminary meeting, the Agency dis@sswith the institution all the aspects
which, at request, are to be evaluated more prafiguhan within the usual procedure of evaluating
study programmes. These additional evaluationsateusually included in the institutional external
evaluation process but their results are pursuetthdynstitution and (if relevant) by the Agencyer
findings may have a major contribution to the depetent of a future stage of evaluation of study
programmes (for example, a field or a package sdigiines with a major contribution in obtainingeth
academic qualification).

On the basis of the preliminary discussions with ligher education institution, as well as of
the information existing in the Agency, the missidinector proposes for approval to the Agency’s
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Council the calendar of the institutional evaluatimission and the list of all the institution’s gyu
programmes and the minimum number of programmesatieao be evaluated within the mission.

The mission directorasks the university to answer in writing if it dewlops other
programmes, at its headquarters or in other centres besides the study programmes with
temporary authorisation or accreditation and other programmes. All the information are
transmitted in writing to the Agency’s Council.

If the institution carries out such programmes, th&gency’s Council notifies the university
that it shall not carry out the external institutimal evaluation unless all study programmes should
become legal. At the same time, The Agency shalnidiately inform M.Ed.R. in writing with
regard to the ascertained situation.

Within the same preliminary reunion, the Agency'®u@cil establishes, at the Quality
Evaluation Department’s proposal, the list of thkested study programmes to be evaluated, the main
evaluator and the expert evaluators. Approximately months before the visit, the institution is
informed on the study programmes that shall beuayad.

* Necessary initial documentation

The institution is requested to platethe Agency’s disposal the initial documentatfon
external evaluation (one printed copy and five espn electronic format) not later thamo months
before the visit. The initial documentation compsighe updated internal institutional self-evalati
report, the internal self-evaluation reports of 8tady programmes that were selected for external
evaluation, as well as other data, information daduments that the institution wishes to provide in
advance to the external evaluation team. APPENDIX resents elements on the elaboration of the
institution’s self-evaluation documents and recomdaions on the structure of thternal
evaluation report (self-evaluation)APPENDIX 7.2 presents additional aspects referringthe
operation and management of the information receibyethe Agency, including from students.

At its receipt, the documentation is taken overtliy mission directorin order to ensure its
distribution inelectronic formato the external evaluation team members.

. External evaluation visit

The external evaluation mission is usually carreat throughoutthree week days from
Wednesday to FridayThe detailed programme for each work reunion wita management, the
teaching staff and students is established by #antin mutual agreement with the evaluated
institution. A visit usually has the following olgjgves:

* To consult the additional documentation provided thg institution, including the
reports of external examiners involved in the inéself-evaluations.

* To examine the way the institution approaches gua#isurance.

* To examine the relation between institutional pdaces and their application at the
study programmes or discipline level, emphasisihg efficiency of the study
programmes’ internal evaluations.

« To examine the way the institution complies witke trequirements of ensuring the
knowledge, competences and aptitudes specifiedhen National Framework of
Qualifications in Higher Education.

« To examine the study programmes’ internal evaluwatpyocesses, including pre-
established discussions, as well as the evaluafioltustrative examples for assessing
the students’ activities. To examine the accuraelability and complete character of
the information published on the institution’s wigdbdgor students and interested public,
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focused on the study programmes’ specificationssgion, content, academic
qualification at the programme’s graduation).

* To evaluate the declared quality of the programares current results of the students,
not only on the basis of academic results, but alsthe way students are assisted
during the educational process and of the way dfmeging the use of learning
opportunities.

 To examine the way NUR@valuated the research results and the way the NMCHE
quality indicator on research was fulfilled.

» At the conclusion of the evaluation visit, meetirstpgll take place with the institution’s
management, respectively, when necessary, with pdesonnel within the study
programmes and/or selected disciplines, with tine @fi clearing up the current issues
and those resulted from the evaluation.

On the last day of visit, the team works indepetigerwithout the participation of the
institution’s contact person. Under the coordinattgadership, the team analyses the conclusioas/fi
results of the external evaluation, at instituticarad study programmes’ level:

* it makes assessments on the confidence that cagramted to the institution for the
management of its study programmes and academmdastis quality announced by it at
issuing diplomas.

* it makes assessments on the confidence of takiogconsideration, from the point of view
of the accuracy, integrity and complete and corawracter, the information that the
institution publishes on the quality of its prograes and graduation standards.

e it identifies a series of aspects, such as goodtipeain quality management or in the
teaching-learning process and educational facditagtc.

» it elaborates preliminary recommendations of thetiooous improvement of the activity
and disseminated information’s quality.

The Agency’smission directorparticipates together with the team members inatttevity of
the last day of external evaluation visit.

Moreover, the last day of visit, the team confirpzssible programmes or fields for which it
requests the speciality opinion of other indepeh@sperts. According to the possibilities, they are
brought to the evaluated institution’s notice tleeand day of visit. When the additional speciality
opinion is requested, the external evaluation team@sults, evaluations and recommendations
formulated the last day of visit are provisional.

At the conclusion of the external evaluation visd,verbal or written notification is made to
the visited institution. Within two weeksfrom the visit, the institution’s management reesia letter
from the Agency, which contains the main conclusi@f the external evaluation and possible
recommendations that shall be comprised in theirpirghry report. If the speciality opinion of
additional experts shall be taken into considematibe Agency sends to the institution a letter by
means of which it informs that it has sent the deentation to them, but the institution is inforned
the main results of the external evaluation ontgrathe additional experts send their own obsernati
to the Agency.
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lll. 2. EXTERNAL EVALUATION OF STUDY PROGRAMMES’ QU ALITY AS
PART OF THE INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION

8. Study programmes’ evaluation
8.1. Aim of the study programmes’ evaluation as paf the institutional evaluation
The study programmes’ evaluation as part of thitit®nal evaluation aims at:

» Verifying the measure in which the quality assuentechanism at institutional level
adequately operates at the level of each examineg programme.

« Evaluating real (effective) results obtained by siwedents during the study programme
compared to the results declared by the institudiwoh efficiency of the support provided
to the students throughout the educational process.

» Directly comparing the institution’s statement widgard to the accuracy, complete and
correct character of the provided information abtw content and quality of its
programmes and about graduation standards touberdgs’ and graduates’ experience.

The number of study programmes that are to be examiwithin every institutional
evaluation is determined by the Agency, accordimghie size and importance of the institution’s
activity, quantified in number of distinct academigalifications (diplomas and certificates) granigd
the university, at its headquarters or at othertresnof providing the same study programme. As
general rule, the procedures co&fl% of the programmes of the evaluated higher edutian
institutions. During the pilot period of applying the qualityternal evaluation procedures, the Agency
can recommend a higher degree of coverage to stieutions.

The evaluated study programmes correspond, in anbadl way, to the three cycles of
university studies, respectively academic degressten of science and doctorate.

The initial identification of the possible studyogrammes that are to be submitted to
external evaluation is carried out by thmssion director The purpose of this programme external
evaluation is to analyse the efficiency of the migutacticed by the institution for its periodicaternal
evaluations in order to establish the way an eduealt curriculum covers the training requirememts i
the respective study field, correlated with theirdgbn of the university qualification proposed tive
students at graduation.

There are several reasons for which a study prageanfor a field where several
programmes are offered) is selected in order teviaduated:

» Offers a recent illustration of the institutionalopess of assuring the quality of the

programmes and certification standards.

* Presents aspects of particular interest at ingtitat level or innovative elements in the
teaching-learning process.

* Alack of clarity at institutional level has beescartained in the internal self-evaluation
documents concerning the quality assurance engageraed which can be clarified by
means of the examination by the team of expertuenaits of a certain programme,
respectively of a certain curricular area.

e There are indicators within other documents (inclgdreports of the Agency and of
other organisations with regard to the institutiabput possible deficiencies.

* When several study programmes are taken into cersidn, the external institutional
evaluation team must be able to make an aggregaten on the institution’s range of
activities.
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« If certain recently evaluated study programmes dliguiess than two years before the
beginning of the institutional evaluation) recetlie ,high level of confidence” rating, it
is recommended the selection for evaluation ofrgbhegrammes.

The evaluation of study programmes/fields answersetveral general requirements during the
institutional evaluation visit. It supposes theidatt of one or two experts, out of whom at leaseo
has current or recent experience on the evaluatetl rogramme or curricular area. Normally,
approximately 25% of the visit time is allocated ttee application of the specific procedures of
evaluating the selected study programmes/fieldsptadl to the accredited programmes.

8.2. Evaluation method
The evaluation method is carried out as it folloasgording to the following elements.

The self-evaluation documents of the study program(or of the fields) must be placed at the disposa
of the external institutional evaluation team aisketwo months before the visit. A recent inteneglort
on each study programme submitted to evaluatiosp @omprising the way of fulfilling the
Compulsory normative requirements for temporaryhatisation/accreditation of study programmes
which stood at the basis of granting the respediafis, accompanied by relevant specificationthen
educational curriculum, as well as thpecific standards on fields/programmes considered to be
enough for this evaluation stage.
The final self-evaluation report, accompanied bgeaplices in electronic format, must contain all the
elements specified in théisit Record a) and bfor each evaluated study programme and, as thee cas
may be, the homologous documents of the previoust regent evaluatioMPPENDIX 8.1 comprises
Elements concerning the elaboration of the studygmmmes’ self-evaluation documents as part of
the institutional evaluation

Relevant additional documents (internal recordsaurdigg the students’ results, processed data
of opinion surveys among the students and/or tegchtaff, report extracts of the chair or faculty
council meetings etc.) may be requested one mdntioat before the visit, usually at the meeting of
the institution’s contact person with the missiarector. In all cases, the documentation must limit
itself to the team’s essential information, accogdio the requirements formulated by him.

* The discussions of the evaluation team memberstivthnstitution’s teaching staff and
students (at the study programme level) are caoutdn specific themes identified by
the team, but also enable the teaching staff ardeasts to bring to the team’s attention a
series of other aspects of interest for ensurinignproving quality. The participation in
the discussions within the internal evaluationsaohumber of persons from outside
(graduates, partners in training programmes etay) atso be requested.

* The discussions with the teaching staff and stwahbut the content and modality of
transmitting knowledge from the disciplines’ analgt syllabuses are carried out in
order to verify the accuracy and reliability, themgplete character of the information
provided by the institution to the current and patd students, employers and other
persons interested in the programmes’ quality Aed graduation standards.

» Verifying the relation between the offered studygmammes and the knowledge,
competences and aptitudes expected at each stodyaprme’s graduation is carried
out by discussions on the quality of the teachewy#iing process and on the
performances achieved by the students.

After evaluating every study programme/field andiny in the Visit record results a
conclusion drawn by the team on the way the institts quality assurance commitments practically
operate, at programme/discipline level, on the wéyensuring a reasonable level of quality and
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graduation standards. Normally, the team’s evalnatiare expected to confirm the institution’s

assessments. If the self-evaluation document didysprogramme/field indicates deficiencies, the

external evaluation team shall try to ensure that institution understands and adopts the proper
measures for rapidly removing those deficiencies.

In certain circumstances, the team may find itselthe impossibility to draw a conclusion with
concern to the visit. These circumstances involve:
» The identification of a potentially different perfbance which the team cannot confirm
without the opinion of independent specialiststha curricular area.
* The identification of a major deficiency/deficieasiin facilitating the study process which
the team cannot confirm without the opinion of otbeecialists.
* The identification of a significant discrepancyweeén the information disseminated by the
institution and the team’s conclusions.

In these circumstances, after consulting thession director, the evaluation team notifies the
institution the penultimate day of visit (if theawuation procedure of the study programme / fisld i
almost complete until that moment) that it is nofeato draw a conclusion without benefiting from an
opinion of additional experts. After the notificati, during the last day of the evaluation visii th
institution may provide the team with additionaformation. In case if, the final day, the team
confirms the intention to request the opinion dfestindependent experts, the Agency shall appoint a
team of at least 2 experts. These experts shaly aart in the following two weeks a separate
evaluation of the curricular area. In such situgtithhe Agency’s evaluation team shall not adopt any
final conclusion on a programme/field without reiieg to the point of view of these additional exper

The reference to additional experts has the airaofying out a more profound study of the study
programme/field, for refining particular aspectgnsilled by the Agency’s team. Their activity cotssis
of verifying the institution’s statement with comgeto the quality, based on the primary internal
evaluation record and on the students’ activitye &htivity involves several meetings with the stude
and teaching staff and may also involve externaluators used by the institution in carrying ost it
own internal evaluation. Where the speciality casins identify possible deficiencies in facilitegi
the teaching-learning process, the evaluation i@slodes the verification of the interaction betwee
teaching staff and students (separate reunionshefindependent experts with the students and
members of the involved teaching staff). The exgeresults are not reported to the evaluated
institution but to the Agency, so that the latteogld take them into consideration within the final
evaluation. The draft final report is elaborateteiathe experts carry out their own activity andlsh
not be placed at the institution’s disposal, uthi@# team draws the final conclusions.

* The conclusions formulated by the additional exgemay consist of recommendations
for the Agency’s evaluation team to carry out a ptate evaluation at the level of study
programmes. Such a recommendation may take pla@n le speciality experts’
assessments indicate the fact that there are wmihded reasons of concern with
regard to the quality of the study programmes ariti® graduation standards.

Under these circumstances, the Agency may promo$eet institution to carry out a separate
evaluation of all the study programmes on the basithe procedures described in t&eudy
programmes evaluation guide, changing the term odwthg up the AGENCY’'S EXTERNAL
INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION REPORT and with the re-negotiation of the contract.
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I11.3. THEMATIC INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION

9. Thematic evaluation

The thematic institutional evaluation represents #malysis at institutional/inter-department
level of the way of operation for certain comporsenitthe quality assurance strategy. It can baezhrr
out at request or on the evaluation team’s ownainve, if a certain component of the quality
management and standards announced by the institstconsidered to present a particular interest o
if the evaluation requires the verification of eéntaspects of the inter-discipline training.

Relevant data for the thematic evaluations may ftaimed by means of the procedures of
evaluating study programmes, as well as duringltbeussions with the teaching staff and studefts. |
throughout the thematic evaluation, the team ifiestproblems at the level of the disciplines oidst,
it may request the opinion of independent speyiabperts.

According to theNational framework of qualifications in the Romaniahigher education(in
course of elaboration), the team analyses on this lof the results obtained at the study prograrnmes
evaluation, if the study programmes submitted ®ttiematic evaluation correspond to the graduation
standards established by the institution or to dtamdards specified for the professions settled by
Romania’s engagements in its quality of membeesiathe European Union.

I11.4. THE AGENCY’S EXTERNAL INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATI  ON REPORT

10. Content and structure of theAgency’s External institutional evaluation report

The observations of the external institutional eaibn are comprised in thAgency’'s
Institutional evaluation report which shall be published. The conclusions of tejsort represent the
final evaluation on theredibility that can be granted to the institutios’management with regard to
the study programmes’ quality assurance and fulfiégmt of the academic standards of granting
graduation diplomas The conclusions are based on a series of evatuatiservations, such as the
extent to which quality was ensured, taking int@camt the real situation observed during the
evaluation visit, the context/conditions and miasod the institution, but also the way it was magdhg
and reflected in the institution’s primary records.

 The Agency’'s External institutional evaluation reportmentions one of the three

statements, as a conclusion or rating, referringhe credibility of the quality assurance
management within the evaluated institution, regpely the”high degree of confidence”,
“limited degree of confidence’or "non-confidence”. In order to give the ratings, in the
External institutional evaluation reportshall be specified the level of fulfilling the
standards, by the achieved performance indicatarg] the compulsory normative
requirementsThe Agency is expecting for them to be situated déast at the adequate
level achieved at the programme accreditation and easpectively institutional
accreditation.
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« Establishing the degree of credibility is in fagt assessment with a certain level of
relativity. Generally, when the evaluation teameasgs on the basis of the institution’s
records and findings during the visit, that thetitnSon adequately ensures the quality
conditions and standards and, for this reasontesites conditions for the future quality
assurance as well, thkeigh degree of confidence'rating shall be granted. When the team
has some doubts, with concern to the current assaraf quality and standards, or with
concern to the institution’s capacity to maintdie guality and standards in the future, the
Jlimited degree of confidence’rating shall be granted, and recommendations lier t
immediate improvement of the situation are made.eWVihe team gives thgnon-
confidence”rating to an institution, it must clearly indicatee elements that brought about
this assessment. With regard to the last two ratitlge institution is invited, within one
academic year, to take strong measures of reagifyia deficiencies or shortcomings. If the
institution does not correct or does not rectify #bove-mentioned deficiencies within one
academic year, the Agency proposes to the MEdRirthiation of the procedures of
cancelling the accreditation authorisation, acaggdo the provisions in force.

The final section of the evaluation report alsosprégs the justification of the degree of
confidence which can be reasonably granted, takitagaccount theaccuracy, integrity, complete and
correct character of the informatiordisseminated by the institution with concern te tfuality of its
programmes and the certification standards of grawdg these programmes.

In drawing up its assessments, the institution payspecial attention to the Agency’s
requirements in two key fields. The first requiremis that thenstitution should frequently appeal to
external independent evaluatomithin the internal institutional self-evaluatigmocedures of quality
assurance. The second requirement consists ofasiyniisingindependent experts from abroaith
applying the procedures of internal periodical aatibn at the level of disciplines, study prograrame
or research. The Agency’s institutional evaluatieam is not able to carry out an evaluation wih th
»high degree of confidencefating, if one of these elements is poor.

The assessments related to the institution’s cil@gjbrespectively the,limited degree of
confidence” and ,non-confidence” are accompanied lhecommendationswhich shall be taken into
consideration by the institution, according to pinerities, as it follows:

.Essential” recommendations refer to measuresthiieevaluation team considers to be
important from the point of view of quality assucanand which require urgent
correcting actions.

« Preventive” recommendations refer to aspects ttat team considers potential
elements or sources of risk to the quality and tvhiequire preventive correcting
actions;

» Desirable” recommendations refer to measures wapg®ication could improve the
programmes’ quality and should assure higher reterastandards in the future.

The final part of the report can also mention #pects of good practicen quality

management and in redefining the reference stasdsrdhstitutional level and at the level of study
programmes.
The Agency’s External institutional evaluation repbusually comprisesome comments upon certain
iIssues such as: organisational characteristics, strangtid limits in elaborating and applying the
institutional methods of quality assurance; the liguaof the study programmes and graduation
standards. The final report also comprisesyathetic assessment for each study programme
comprised in the institutional evaluation. The memmumerates at the same time file&ls for which
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there are well-grounded reasons for the immediatepiementation of a plan of corrective measures
at the level of study programme/discipline or atitutional level.

The structure of thégency’s External institutional evaluation reporis presented ilAPPENDIX
10.1. APPENDIX 10.2.gives indications on possible situations wheredkiernal evaluation results
bring about the granting of thiemited degree of confidencedr ,non-confidence” ratings.

11. The way of finalising and distributing the Agency’s External institutional
evaluation report

The letter containing the preliminary results oé tmstitutional evaluation, with the main
elements of thelraft report, is prepared and submitted to the institution,allgun two weeks after
the visit. The institution is demanded to notifg tAgency within one month since the evaluationtvisi
(within two weeks from the receipt of the lettefereing to the preliminary report’s content) the
corrections considered necessary as they areddfatbe errors resulted from the data taken owen f
the self-evaluation documents or to the misundedstg of information/actions. The draft report is
revised according to the institution’s complaintghese complaints are completely documented. The
mission directorcoordinates the elaboration of the draft repaortl s form and structureorrespond to
the elements presentedARPPENDIX 10.1.

The Agency’s External institutional evaluation repodpproved by the Agency’s Council is published
by the Agency and has the aim of providing infororatfor the wide public as well as for the
professionals (university staff and management,stafearchers, stakeholders etc.). Therefore, the
report comprises a summary especially meant forwifde public, mainly for the students. It is
provided separately from the rest of the reportil@nother hand, the institution is requested twiple

a short statement of accepting the report’s cormahssin order to be published by the Agency as
appendix to the report. The statement offers tistitution the possibility to present the evolution
registered after the visit of the evaluation consmis, in particular, the actions carried out orgosed

and related to the recommendations comprised inefhert.

Normally, theAgency’s External institutional evaluation repois published on the RQAAHE website
(www.aracis.rp by RQAAHE within maximum two months since thetingional evaluation visit.
This period can be extended if, according to thditemhal speciality experts, new investigations are
necessary for the correct assessment of qualityasse for one or several study programmes ordjeld
in the conditions of the re-negotiation of the caot concluded between the university and agency fo
covering the costs of the additional evaluationvaas.

12. The way of valorising the external institutiondevaluation and further actions

The evaluation process is considered concluded wieeAgency’s Council takes notice of the content
of theAgency’s External institutional evaluation reparelaborated in final formand approves it.

» If the report gives thehigh degree of confidence'rating, the external evaluation is concluded
by publishing the report. Granting thgnigh degree of confidence”rating is usually
accompanied by a limited set of recommendationshvire considered to have a preventive
result. There might be certain observations thaukhlead the university to adopt measures
considered to be immediately necessary, but themét e no essential observation. Granting
this rating represents the confidence of the Agsneyaluation team in the institution’s
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capacity and engagement to identify and approagh sitmation which could threaten the
quality of the programmes and certification staddasf graduating a study programme.

One yearafter the report’s publication, the Agency carries out a brief investigation bailm
with the evaluated institution, in order to findt@bout the way it took into consideration the
observations and recommendations comprised in épert. Three years after the report’s
publication, the Agency shall carry out a shoritvas the institution’s headquarters in order to
analyse together with the latter the progress tegid after the evaluation and to discuss its
intentions referring to the quality and graduatistandards’ management until the next
institutional evaluation.

If the report grants thdimited degree of confidence'tating, the report is published, but a plan
of action is implemented in order to improve thealgy of the institution’s activity. The
Agency demands the institutiowjthin three monthsfrom the publication of the evaluation
report, to adopt a plan of action and to presemal&yearly report on the implementation of
the plan of action The external evaluation results are officiallynsilered as final only when
the Agency is satisfied with the successful impletagon of the plan of action, with a
maximum time limit of18 months allowing the granting, under the new conditioakthe
»high degree of confidence'tating. If there are still uncertainties relatedhe efficiency of the
improvement actions, the Agency carries out anotdernal evaluation visit, with the
contract’s renegotiation and publishes the newraateevaluation report, which becomes a
final document.

The report is also published if it comprises then-confidence” rating. In this case, shall be
applied the provisions of the Government Emerge@ecglinance no. 75/2005 on education
quality assurance, approved by Law no. 87/20063Arand Art.35.

If the report recommends that a complete evaluatioould be carried out at the level of a
certain study programme or of a certain curricaligga, the analysis is realised by the Agency
according to the procedures described inShaly programmes evaluation guiddis includes
an additional evaluation throughout a calendar ,ye&h the contract’s renegotiation, for the
identification of the potential remaining elemeatsisk.

Three years after the institutional evaluation, the Agencyries out ashort visit within the
institution in order to analyse the progress regest from the conclusion of the previous
evaluation mission and to discuss the institutiomigentions referring to the continuous
improvement of the quality management and incredshe reference standards for the next
two years until the next evaluation mission. Within the paeation stage of this short visit, the
Agency analyses all the relevant internal evaluateports, elaborated by the institution during
the three years from the conclusion of the evabmatnission. If one of the reports raises signs
of concern towards the way of approach appliedheyitstitution, the Agency may change the
date of the following evaluation mission.

13. Management of the evaluation process and ingitional relations

The process management takes place in compliarttetia External evaluation methodology, the
standards, reference standards and list of performca indicators of RQAAHEelaborated and
published by the Agency. Thmission directortakes the responsibility of pursuing the instdgnoal
evaluation. The conclusions and recommendationdtegsfrom the audit are elaborated by the whole
evaluation team and by the permanent specialitynsissions under the direction of tleealuation
team’s coordinator The mission director has the responsibility of justifying the conclusoand
recommendations with relevant data and proof frbm évaluated institution’s records or from the
observations carried out during the visit. At theng time, he verifies together with the memberhef
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team and of the permanent speciality commissionthef information comprised in the report are
relevant, easily identifiable and accessible.

The Agency takes all the necessary steps in ooléuild a close and constructive relation with the
evaluated institution, in order to enable it to @byrwith the requirements specific to the functimgiat
the level of the reference standards that it foatad and publicly announced.

The Agency takes all the measures in order to astha quality of the audit process, by explicitly
adopting the functioning principles and standapiiesented iAPPENDIX 1.1., and a mechanism of
assuring the quality of its own activity. This efesbthe participants in various evaluation missions
including the students, to provide a feed-backefrtexperience.

14. Procedure of solving the complaints

The Agency makes all the efforts to have, with eachluated university, a close and constructive
relation, based on the systematic and continuoosramication between the institutions. At the same
time, after the evaluation visit, theission director sends to the evaluated university a letter
comprising the preliminary results of the institutal evaluation, in order to be able to transmit in
writing possible comments and suggestions of ctmgcertain data that have been misunderstood or
inadequately taken over.

As the data used in the report’s arguments areigabld provided by the institution in writing or
during the evaluation visit, the university may ymispute the way of carrying out the external
evaluation process for faulty drafting. After puhliing theAgency’s External institutional evaluation
report on the RQAAHE website, the institution may dispintewriting the rating granted by the
Agency, within two weeks at most from the date oblgation, by a letter registered at the Agency
within the delay mentioned.

Within 30 days at most from the complaint’s receifpie Agency’s Council Board reanalyses the
report, invites the university’s rector and the temh person for a discussion of solution, themliirsits
its proposal to the Council’'s approval. The Cousgiresident officially notifies the university Wit

regard to the result of the report’s re-examination
The Agency publishes on the website a note on thethe claim was solved.

APPENDICES TO THE EXTERNAL INSTITUTIONAL EVALUATION  GUIDE
APPENDIX 1.1. The functioning principles and standards promolsdthe Romanian Quality
Assurance Agency for Higher Education
APPENDIX 6.1 Selecting and training the expert-evaluators

APPENDIX 7.1. Elements on the elaboration of the institution’s$f-eealuation documents and
recommendations on the structure of liternal evaluation report (self-evaluation).
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APPENDIX 7.2. Aspects related to the operation and managemethieahformation received by the
Agency and students

APPENDIX 8.1. Elements on the elaboration of the self-evaluatiocuments of study programmes as
part of the institutional evaluation

APPENDIX 10.1. The informative structure of thisgency’s External institutional evaluation report

APPENDIX 10.2. Indications on possible situations when the exteevaluation results bring about
the granting of thélimited degree of confidencedr “non-confidence’.
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APPENDIX 1.1

The functioning principles and standards promoted ly the Romanian Quality Assurance
Agency for Higher Education

The Agency aims at fulfilling and promoting the geal principles mentioned further on, at strategic
and operational levels of its activity:

* Inclusiveness- taking into consideration the interests and etgi®ns of all the persons and
groups publicly interested in higher education &mdllitating their participation in all the
aspects of the Agency’s activities.

* Openness- the transparency of the Agency’s activity andthods, building institutional
confidence between the Agency and universitiesyighog information to the wide public
with concern to the Agency’s activity.

» Seguentiality— the necessity of regular, systematic and puhetctégon in all the evaluation
and reporting activities, with the aim of suppagtiihe decisional process at the Agency level
and at the level of higher education system.

» Comparability — using the gained experience within the Agenay athmer organisations as
means of information within future activities.

* Relevance- ensuring that the information provided by the Ageis useful and understood
by the beneficiaries.

These principles are applied in order to develapddrd external evaluation services, according
to the Methodology presented on the Agency’s websit

The Agency is the object of an internal systematignitoring and of an evaluation of the
strategy, procedures and processes, with the aiensfiring permanent credibility and continuous
improvement of its performance. It is for this posp that the advisory Commission of the RQAAHE'’s
Council operates.
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APPENDIX 6.1
Selecting and training the expert-evaluators
Introduction

1. Expert-evaluators and additional experts arecsatl by the Agency according to the published
selection criteria and generally from its own recaf expert-evaluators. Additional experts,
specialists in certain study programmes or fiefday be selected among the designations of the
universities and professional organisations.
2. All the persons involved in the external evaluatincluding the mission directors, benefit from
training programmes coordinated by the Agency'sr@dun order to ensure that they are aware of
the purposes, objectives and procedures of therattevaluation process and have the competence
of assuming their own role within this process.
3. The qualities required to the persons involvethe external evaluation are mentioned above in a
different section. Each selection procedure aimerauring the balance within the group of
evaluators from the point of view of the sectorarmh, geographic, on sexes and ethnic
characteristics.
4. If a second opinion from independent experts isladethey shall be thus selected in order to
ensure the necessary competence to examine thentarfita study programme or of a curricular
area and evaluate the level of the academic stdsaddia programme’s graduation.
5. The Agency carries out the training of the persbrineolved in external evaluation in
collaboration with adequate providers of trainimggrammes. The training purpose is to ensure
that:
* The purposes and objectives of the external evalugrocess are understood.
e The involved procedures are known.
* Their role is properly understood and their taskfltied, but there shall be team work in
answering the Agency’s expectations and respettiagrocess rules.
* Is completely valorised the opportunity to explamd practice the assimilation and data
analysis techniques, to draw up visit programmneeguild and test hypotheses, to formulate
conclusions and statements on the degree of conkgeo prepare reports.

Qualities required for expert evaluators

* Relevant experience in the academic managemeninaguiality assurance at institutional
level in higher education.

* Personal and professional credibility from theitngbns’ management and/or stakeholders
coordinating the activity of the higher educatiectsr.

» Ability to assimilate a great quantity of heterogeuas information, to analyse data and facts
and to elaborate reasonable conclusions on congaisans and to carry out research and
investigations within documentary and verbal resordith the aim of issuing
conclusions/assessments.

» Clear oral and written communication skills.

« If they represent a certain academic field, theguith possess current or recent teaching
experience, or experience in supporting the legrprocess at the level of the academic
degree, master of science and doctoral study cyolsely by using the results of the
scientific research.
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Qualities required for additional experts for extemal evaluation, inside the country or abroad

Personal credibility in the field, in higher eduoator equivalent professional credibility.
Current experience in the teaching process or ppating the learning process at the level
of the academic degree or master of science pragesnwithin the respective field of
university studies.

Experience to work with study programme specifaragi elaborated for the respective field;
a good understanding of the admission requiremeititsn the study programme and ability
to interpret the statistics upon the students’ grembnces; knowing the comparable
programmes from other universities and the gradoatind certification standards within
other institutions.

Ability to assimilate an important quantity of hetgeneous information, to analyse and
elaborate a reasonable conclusion on complex action

Ability to identify, plan and follow the directionsef an evaluation with the aim of
answering the tasks specified by an audit comms$y using various sources, including
documentary and oral records, in order to drawedibte conclusion.
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APPENDIX 7.1

Elements on the elaboration of the institution’s déevaluation documents and recommendations
on the structure of thelnternal evaluation report (self-evaluation).

Aim of the institution’s self-evaluation documents

1. The institution’s self-evaluation documents dhe initial reference elements for the
commission of expert-evaluators. Their importaresilts from the preoccupation to bring to the reotic
of the interested public, on the one hand, thetuiginal methods of assuring the quality of study
programmes and graduation standards and, on tke lrdind, the attention paid by the institutionh® t
quality, consistency and entireness of the informmapublished with relation to the training offer
expressed in its own reference standards.

2. The self-evaluation documents enable the ingtruo:

» create the conditions by means of which, on thésliEghe analysis and internal evaluation
results, the institution’s strengths should be cord and publicly certified by the external
evaluation process, and assess the efficiency efpttlicies and procedures of quality
assurance and continuous improvement management;

* to present its own evaluation of the way the in§tih exercises its responsibilities in two
vital fields within the institutional evaluatiorproviding quality programmespublicly
reasoned by adequate reference standards andctresjye theadequate exercise of public
liability in granting diplomas and certificates gtaduating study programmges

* to present its own efficiency evaluation of theemtal quality assurance structures and
mechanisms; the way to ensure the accuracy, theletenmand credible character of the
information published by the institution, its priaes and procedures about the mission and
main objectives of institutional evaluation;

* to allow the external evaluation team understaredvthy the institution ensures the quality
and standards of graduating study programmes,dblerthe team to draw a conclusion on
the confidence that can be granted to the ingtitigi management at present, and, in the
near future, on the quality and fulfilment of stardk or reference standards.

Style and dimension of the institution’s self-evalation documents

3. The institution’s self-evaluation documents must

. Be honest and relevant.

. Be concise and reasoned by attached documents)aldeaito the evaluation
commission.

. Offer a large perspective at institutional level.

. Present an adequate balance betvdescriptionandself-evaluation

4. The self-evaluation documents must provide ehodata in order to enable the external
evaluation team to understand the main charadterist the way the institution approaches the dyali
assurance process compared to the national staitg@vn reference standards publicly announced
on the institution’s website. The documents mustioon the efficiency and concision of the way of
presentation. If the institution expresses confugerin its own efficiency, the institution’s self-
evaluation documents must be thus elaborated asnimise the need for additional data and clearing
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up for the team of expert-evaluators. As the pdroepnd confidence given by the team depend (at
least in the initial phase) on the institution’$f-svaluation documents, it is important for theobte
clear and easily verifiable by means of the attdadecumentation prepared by the institution.

5. Theinternal self-evaluation reporas normallyabout 40 pages and is submitted in written and
electronic format. The appendices and additional documents aresutignitted in electronic format.

To enable the homogeneous presentation of the RQAAH Reports and analyses, all the
documents presented in electronic format shall be mgten in font: Times New Roman, font size:
12, line spacing: 1.5 lines. The documents shall deawn up in WORD and pdf.

Structure of the Internal evaluation report (institutional self-evaluation)
6. The Internal evaluation report (institutional seMaluation)s structured as follows:

* Introduction (presentation of the institution ar tdynamics of its performances in the
period from the last external evaluation);

e The quality assurance process of study programmesstandards, respectively, reference
standards, as part of the institutional stratecaoagement;

* Presentation of the measures of assuring the agcuthe complete and confidence
character of the information disseminated by ttstitution.

7. In elaborating its own self-evaluation documetits institution is required:

(i) to create the conditions to enable the exteavaluation commission to easily identify the
dimension, type of institution, mission, study &/clcles for which it provides study
programmes, the organisational and managerialtsteiof the educational and scientific
research activity;

(i) to submit and analyse on a document-basigtbgress registered in the field of providing
study programmes from the last external evaluation;

(iif) to submit and analyse its own observationsried out on the occasion of the internal
evaluations on subjects or curricular areas, akagebn the way of taking into account and
solving the ascertained defaults, in order to prentbe improvement of the institutional
practice;

(iv) to describe in brief the main characteristiésts own institutional framework and its own
activities of quality assurance and maintenancethef academic standards of issuing
diplomas and graduation certificates, of continuouprovement of study programmes’
quality and of the support for the learning-tramrocess;

(v) to describe the internal professional rules offifedessors and students and to emphasise all
the important changes operated at institutionadlleg answer to their application;

(vi) to mention the use of external reference sesiréncluding the National Framework of
Quialifications in Higher Education and, if possjblee reference standards of the fields
specific to each study programmé&ghbject benchmark statements”
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(vii) to describe and comment for the néotir years its own strategy for consolidating good
results and removing the identified defaults;

(viii) to identify the disciplines or fields at thevel of the whole institution that exemplify good
practice and illustrate the formulated statements.

8. When the institution is trained during the emgrevaluation in a process of changing its ownesys

or procedures, the Agency shall accept the lackvailability of the records that illustrate the new
structures’ efficiency. In these conditions, thstitution must refer to the way it manages and hoosi
the changing process. The Agency expects for tbhaages not to be operated by the institution
during the authorisation/accreditation process.

Submitting the documents to the Agency

9. The institution is required to submit to the Agg the self-evaluation as well as the other docume
and records, attached in a copy in printed andtreleic format, according to th€alendar of the
organisation and carrying out of the external instiutional process for
authorisation/accreditation, respectively at leasivo months before the external evaluation visit.

Confidentiality
10. The content of the institution’s self-evaluatidocuments remains confidential at the level of
Agency and external evaluation team. Neverthelessase if the advice of independent experts is

necessary on fields or subject areas, the selfsatiah documents shall be placed at their dispasal,
conditions of confidentiality commitment of the ddhey operate with.
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APPENDIX 7.2

Aspects related to the operation and management tie information received by the Agency and
students

Introduction

1. Students represent the main objective of easfitutional evaluation. Therefore, they are invited
take part in the main stages of this process. Thdeats’ representative organisation within the
institution — normally the students’ organisatianits equivalent — has the possibility to partitgpan
most of the stages of an external evaluation psyatarting with the preliminary visit of the ditecof
institutional evaluation mission that takes plaiwe fmonths before the evaluation visit. Moreovéeg t
members of the representative structure and othdests, are also invited to take part in the Saxje
the institutional evaluation visit. These meetimger the students the opportunity to ensure that t
external evaluation team is aware of the most ingmbraspects for them.

2. In order to start the external evaluation proces, the university must present the institutional
self-evaluation documents, as well as the statemeny means of which it ensures the Agency that
the information provided to the students and othercategories of interested public are clear,
complete and trustful. The Agency encourages the wrersity to consult the students with regard
to the content of the self-evaluation documents ando invite the students, through their
representative organisation, to elaborate their ownwvritten report.

3. The students’ written report offers additionakgibilities by means of which the students, throug
their representative organisation, notify the exdéinstitutional evaluation team on the most int@ot
aspects for them. This report represents the re$w@tvoluntary action within the external evaloati
process and no institution shall be penalisegisitidents do not wish to submit a written repothe
commission of evaluators.

Format, dimension and content

4. There is no pre-established rule regarding ¢dhmét and dimension of the students’ written report

a pre-established list of the elements it shouldtain. Students are free to provide any type of
information they consider adequate and usefullferdbjectives of the external institutional evaluat
process and to elaborate it as they wish.

5. Nevertheless, the report includes a presentatiorof the students’ organisation, of its
representativeness among the university’s students, the report has in view only the students
from an educational cycle or expresses points ofexv of all categories of students, information
with concern to the way the opinions were gatherednd the way of elaboration, the relation
between the students’ organisation, the universitynanagement and institution’s administration,
whether and how they took notice of the content othe university’s official self-evaluation
documents etc.

6. The report does not represent an alternativeeanstitutional self-evaluation documents anchdo
have to be a comment of the institutional self-eaabn documents. Students can choose to consider
the issues used by the institution in elaboratitsy Self-evaluation documents and/or take into
consideration the interest fields particularly med within the external institutional evaluationdan
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communicated by the mission director at the prelary visit, five months prior to the visit. These
include:

* The accuracy, complete and trustful character @irtformation published by the institution
about the quality of its programmes and graduasitamdards (there can be included the
accuracy of publicity materials and referrals te gnogrammes’ specifications).

e The information received by the students on theeetgnl academic performances, their
experience resulted from the study programmes &med method of evaluating their
performances (aspects may be included, such asisifell character of the professional
supervision guides for study programmes, the etialueand feed-back received by the
students for their academic performances).

» Students’ experience in the learning process (ltare be included the quality of the
academic and non-academic support and access leatiing facilities).

* Students’ participation in the quality managementl graduation standards within the
institution (this could include the representatipossibility within the commissions at
university and programme level, but also other ribdsa to provide the feed-back to the
institution’s teaching staff and management).

7. The report drawn up by the students must not coment upon the competence of certain
members of the teaching staff or management nor ctain claims/personal complaints.

Style

8. The written report must:
* Be balanced and relevant.
* Be concise.
* Present an adequate balance between descripticgvahdation.

Elaboration/drawing up details
9. The students’ report must be transmitted toAency at least two months prior to the instituéibn
evaluation visit.

Confidentiality

10. The Agency particularly supports the dialogeénMeen the students’ organisation and institution,
and recommends that students should transmit thiemrreport to the institution and that the

institution should provide the students’ organmatwith its self-evaluation documents. This opesnes
enables the external evaluation team to freelyudsdoth documents, with the university staff and
students during the evaluation process and towéhnié accuracy of their contents. If the students’
organisation wishes so, it may request, even angtibg the document, that the written report skoul

not be placed at the institution’s disposal and fit& confidentiality should be maintained by the
Agency, by the team and any other independent exgguested to assist the team within its activity.
The Agency shall respect this wish, but studentsukhtake into consideration the fact that the
confidential use of their report brings about a kvéapact at university level, as the institution’s

personnel does not know the students’ opinion.
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APPENDIX 8.1

Elements on the elaboration of the self-evaluatiodocuments of study programmes as part of the
institutional evaluation

Data concerning the programmes

1. After the Agency notifies the university in vimig with concern to the list of the study progransme
that shall be evaluated within the institutionadlenation visit, the university has two months iderto
prepare and make available to the team of expetuators the self-evaluation documents for each
programme.

2. If a recent internal evaluation of the studygreanme is not available, the university may preare
short self-evaluation document especially for thetifutional evaluation process. Such a programme
self-evaluation document contains around 3000 wardiscovers the following aspects:

* The educational objectives of the study programma presentation of the programme’s
mission and objectives through the distinct acadequalification offered by its graduation.

* The expected results of the learning process aatua&ing the degree of compliance of the
effective results with the educational objectiveésposed by the programme, referring to the
internal Subject benchmark statemgnts external National Framework of Qualifications in
Higher Educatioh sources.

* The educationaturriculum, in compliance with the RQAAHE'specific standards on fields

* The method of evaluating/marking the students depto register the progression towards the
academic level of certification/granting of thedwation diploma.

* The quality of the learning process’ opportuniti®hjch can be divided in:

0 Teaching and learning — evaluating the efficientthe teaching and learning strategies
applied within the programme in order to provide #tudents with increased learning
opportunities;

0 Students’ admission and their evolution/progressvaluating the way the students’
evolution within the study programme is supportad monitored, from admission until
graduation;

o Study resources — evaluating the efficiency of #wailable human and material
resources supporting the students’ learning procasd the efficiency of their
correlation with the proposed results of the laagniprocess within the
programme/programmes.

* The maintenance and increase of standards andtyguakevaluating the efficiency of the
procedures of maintaining and enforcing the quaftyhe training activity and of assuring the
academic standards of graduating the programme.

* Appendices, in electronic format, which should eamthe necessary data requested irvilsé
Record, sections a) and @nd for each evaluated programme, {8§ANDARDS AND
PERFORMANCE INDICATORS for accreditation” RECORIDM PART | — EXTERNAL
EVALUATION FOR THE STUDY PROGRAMMES’ ACCREDITATION

3. The self-evaluation documents of each study naraghe must focus on the evaluation of the
students’ results, on the analysis of the studyliies offered to the students. The programme’s
description must limit itself to the minimum issuesorder to enable the team of external evaluators
understand the quality and efficiency of its owli-egaluation experience.
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Submitting the documents to the Agency
4. The evaluated university is requested to presetite Agency the self-evaluation documents of
the study programmes at least two months beforenftieutional evaluation visit.

Confidentiality

5. The self-evaluation documents of a study progna remain confidential at the level of Agency
and external evaluation team. Nevertheless, if megdhe self-evaluation documents shall be plated
the disposal of independent experts who may bedaskprovide a speciality opinion.
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APPENDIX 10.1

The informative structure of the Agency’s External institutional evaluation report

Executive summary

The executive summary has a common structure forthal external evaluation reports
submitted to the attention of the Agency’s Couacitl comprises in its final part the evaluation lssu
and conclusions. laddresses the wide publicespecially to the potential students and is atbéel
separately from the rest of the report. This sunyraamprises:

* Introductory statement on the general objectivaberevaluation
e Summary of the evaluation commission’s conclusions
» Credibility of the information disseminated by tihetitution
» Assessing the academic infrastructure
» Good practice characteristics
» Statement on the confidence granted to the instrtut
* Recommendations on the institution’s activity
The external institutional evaluation report

The external institutional evaluation repoiis preparedor the use of the audited university and for
the Agency’s databaseAfter being approved by the Agency’s Council, tteport is published on the
Agency’s website together with the letter of thaleated university.

The main report consists of three parts:

(1) a descriptive introduction with standard comtéhe institution’s dimension, type, mission and
particularities, organisational structure, list mogrammes on university study cycles, the type of
information disseminated by the institution fordgats and candidates, the progress registered since
the last academic evaluation);

(2) a description of the evaluation process with ¢bnclusions of each stage of analysing the gualit
assurance at institutional and study programme,l@fdulfilling the graduation standards; this par
also contains observations on the results of coimgpdhe statements contained in the self-evaluation
report to the observations on site and the resiilthe discussions carried out with the teachiradf st
representatives, with the students, graduates esgllpgy the graduates’ employers;

(3) assessments with regard to the credibility,uexy and complete character of the published
information.
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External evaluation results
The external evaluation results with concern toehire institution refer to the institution’s maysaial
capacity to ensure and continuously improve thelityuaf study programmes; the capacity to
efficiently support learning in order to achieveadwation standards. These results can be thus
structured:

* The efficiency of the institutional procedures obgramme quality assurance.

» The efficiency of the institutional procedures osering graduation standards.

* The efficiency of the institutional procedures opporting the educational process.

* The internal evaluation results of the study progrees’ quality.

* The students’ use of the academic infrastructure.

* The utility of the self-evaluation documents iugtrating the institution’s capacity to reflect its

own possibilities and limits and the way to mandlgem in order to enforce quality and

graduation standards.

* The credibility of the information disseminated the institution with regard to the study
programmes.

» Good practice aspects
« Statement related to the confidence granted tn8tgution

* Recommendations for the institution’s activity
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APPENDIX 10.2

Indications on possible situations when the exterm@&valuation results bring about the
granting of the “limited degree of confidencedr “non-confidence”

1. Granting the Iljmited degree of confidencerating is determined by the fact that there are
obvious proof or ascertained aspects according kachwthe institutional capacity of quality
management of programmes and/or certification stai®din a solid and efficient manner, is limited or
potentially limited in the future. Such a conclusimay be based on deficiencies of the management of
the institutional structures and procedures oh@implementation process at the level of prograsnme
or disciplines. The confidence may be limited alsrause of the amplitude or typology of the
deficiencies identified in any other evaluateddiel programme. The Agency may decide upon the
granting of the ,limited degree of confidence” raiif there are justified reasons of doubt in
considering that the information provided by thstitaition and publicly available are complete, ectr
and trustful or when the institution uses in a $madasure independent external examiners within the
internal periodical evaluations of disciplines dndy programmes. Granting the ,limited degree of
confidence” rating leads to a set of recommendatimonsidered essential, possibly accompanied by
recommendations with preventive and/or desirabégadter.

2. Granting the pon-confidencé rating indicates the fact that there are subghavidence related
to serious and fundamental deficiencies of thatutginal capacity to ensure and maintain the dyali
of the programmes and standards of diploma ceatifio/granting, at institutional level as well ds a
the level of study programmes. The decision stakhdcompanied by a significant number of examples
and recommendations considered to be essentiahlanda number of recommendations considered
preventive and that should be respected in ordatloev the granting, after another evaluation, of a
improved rating.The non-fulfilment of the compulsory normative requrements for the study
programmes and at institutional level is a seriougeason for the Agency to give thenon-
confidence”rating.
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