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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS
	AIC
	In Latvian: "Akadēmiskās informācijas centrs". In English: the Centre for Academic Information [on qualifications and equivalences].

	AID
	In Latvian: "LR Izglītības un zinātnes ministrijas Augstākās izglītības departaments". In English: the Higher Education Department of the Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of Latvia.

	AIKNC
	In Latvian: „Nodibinājums „Augstākās Izglītības Kvalitātes Novērtēšanas Centrs”. In English: Foundation "Higher Education Quality Evaluation Centre" or "HEQEC"

	AIP
	In Latvian: "Augstākās izglītības padome". In English: the Higher Education Council [of Latvia].

	AIPAK 
	In Latvian: "Augstākās izglītības programmu akreditācijas komisija". In English: Higher Education Programme Accreditation Committee.

	CEEN 
	Central and Eastern European Network of Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education.

	EAQAN
	Eurasian Quality Assurance Network 

	EHEA
	European Higher Education Area.

	EQANIE
	European Quality Assurance Network for Informatics Education

	ENQA
	European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education.

	ESG
	Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area [Third Edition, 2009].

	EU
	In Latvian: "Eiropas Savienība". In English: European Union.

	HEQEC
	The commonly used English acronym for AIKNC (see above).

	INQAAHE
	International Network for Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education

	IVI 
	In Latvian: "Izglītības valsts inspekcija". In English: State Education Inspectorate. [Formerly known in Latvian as: "Izglītības kvalitātes valsts dienests" (IKVD). In English, the Latvian State Service of Education Quality]

	IZM
	In Latvian: "Latvijas Republikas Izglītības un zinātnes ministrija". In English: the Republic of Latvia Ministry of Education and Science.

	LDDK
	In Latvian: "Latvijas Darba devēju konfederācija". In English, the Employers' Confederation of Latvia.

	LR
	In Latvian: "Latvijas Republika. In English: the Republic of Latvia

	LSA 
	In Latvian: "Latvijas Studentu apvienība". In English: Latvian Students' Union.

	MK
	In Latvian: "Latvijas Republikas ministru kabinets". In English: Republic of Latvia Cabinet of Ministers

	RP
	In Latvian: "Latvijas Rektoru padome". In English: Latvian Council of Rectors.


INTRODUCTION

1 This is the report of the review of Nodibinājums "Augstākās Izglītības Kvalitātes Novērtēšanas Centrs" (AIKNC) (in English, the Foundation "Higher Education Quality Evaluation Centre" (HEQEC), Latvia). The review was undertaken between August and November 2010 for the purpose of determining whether AIKNC meets the criteria for Full Membership of the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA). 

1 
BACKGROUND AND OUTLINE OF THE REVIEW PROCESS

2 ENQA requires all Full Member agencies to undergo an external cyclical review, at least once every five years, in order to verify that they fulfil ENQA's membership provisions.

3 In November 2004, the General Assembly of ENQA agreed that the third part of the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (ESG) should be incorporated into the membership provisions of its regulations. Substantial compliance with the ESG thus became the principal criterion for Full membership of ENQA. The ESG were subsequently adopted at the Bergen ministerial meeting of the Bologna Process in 2005.

4 The third part of the ESG covers the cyclical external review of quality assurance and accreditation agencies. In accordance with the principle of subsidiarity, external cyclical reviews for ENQA membership purposes are normally conducted on a national level and initiated by national authorities in a European Higher Education Area (EHEA) State, but carried out independently from them. However, external reviews can also be coordinated by ENQA if they cannot be nationally organised. This may be the case, for instance, when no suitable or willing national body can be found to coordinate the review. In that event, ENQA plays an active role in the organisation of the review, being directly involved as coordinator, whereas, in the case of national reviews, it is only kept informed of progress throughout the whole process.

5 This external review of AIKNC was coordinated by Latvijas Darba devēju konfederācija (LDDK) (in English, the Employers' Confederation of Latvia). The review was conducted in line with the process described in Guidelines for external reviews of quality assurance agencies in the European Higher Education Area. Following necessary amendments the terms of reference for the review were agreed as those for a "Type A" review, with the sole purpose of fulfilling the periodic external review requirement of ENQA membership/EQAR listing. The amendment of the terms of reference did not affect the agreed timeline for the review.

6 The Review Panel for the external review of the AIKNC was composed of the following members:

· Acad., Dr. oec. Raita Karnīte, Head of the Economic Prognosis Centre Ltd, Latvia (Chair)

· Dr David Cairns, Director, Quality Assurance Research for Higher Education Ltd, formerly Assistant Director, Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education, UK (Secretary)

· Ms Aurelija Valeikienė, Deputy Director, Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education, Lithuania

· Mr Christian Stråhlman, European Students' Union/Lund University, Sweden.

7 At the time of the review visit, AIKNC's Full Membership of ENQA had lapsed and ENQA had confirmed to LDDK that AIKNC's membership status was that of a Candidate for Full Membership of ENQA, so that the review was for the purpose of achieving Full Membership of ENQA rather than to renew AIKNC's Full Membership of ENQA.

8 AIKNC produced a self-assessment report which provided a starting point for the work of the Panel. The information conveyed by the self-assessment report was supplemented by additional information requested from AIKNC by the Panel. Additional contextual information for the review was provided by LDDK and members of the Higher Education Department of Latvia's Ministry of Education and Science. This information was also made available to AIKNC. 

9 The Review Panel attended briefings on 6 October in Riga conducted by LDDK and the Higher Education Department of the Ministry of Education and Science. Subsequently the Panel participated in a site visit to AIKNC's offices in Riga on 7-8 October, to extend its understanding of AIKNC's work and position in Latvia's higher education arrangements. In the course of two days the Panel participated in 15 meetings through which it met more than 50 individuals (several on more than one occasion). The Panel wishes to express its thanks to all those who attended the meetings some of whom travelled long distances in order to do so. 

10 Discussions in the meetings provided the Review Panel with much valuable insight and directed it to further information to support the work of the review. On the final day of the site visit some key items of information were provided in Latvian for the Panel (and subsequently in English translation). These would have been better provided with the self-assessment report and their provision at such a late stage in the review process caused the Review Panel some difficulties.

11 At the end of the site-visit the Review Panel considered the evidence it had accumulated against the criteria of Part III of the European Standards and Guidelines. Subsequently, the Panel produced the present report on the basis of the self-assessment report, the site-visit, the additional information provided for it and its findings. In doing so it provided an opportunity for AIKNC to comment on the factual accuracy of the draft report. 

3 
INTRODUCTION

i.
Reasons for commissioning this review

12 The 2005 Bergen Ministerial meeting confirmed that member agencies of ENQA should undergo external reviews against its membership criteria (and, therefore, Part III of the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (ESG)) at five yearly intervals. The present review was originally commissioned by AIKNC for the purpose of retaining Full Membership of ENQA.
13 AIKNC's application for Full Membership of ENQA was accepted by the Association in 2002. AIKNC began to plan for the present review in 2005. In 2006, advised by Latvia's Council of Rectors, it was proposed that the review should be coordinated by Latvia's Higher Education Council, with a view to conducting the review in 2009. To this end, AIKNC prepared a self-assessment report which was submitted to the Higher Education Council (AIP) in December of that year and in December 2008 AIKNC communicated its proposals for the conduct of the review to ENQA. In January 2009 ENQA invited AIKNC to identify a new coordinating body for the review more clearly separated from the work of AIKNC than the AIP which receives reports from AIKNC on programme and institutional evaluations.
14 ENQA's recommendation was accepted by AIKNC and a different coordinator (LDDK) was identified in March 2009. Subsequently, AIKNC prepared a new self-assessment report which was provided, in Latvian, to LDDK in June 2010 and in an English translation (as required by ENQA) in July 2010. The terms of reference for the review were confirmed in September 2010 as those for a "Type A" review, for the sole purpose of fulfilling the (periodic) external review element requirement for ENQA membership.
ii.
The place of the Higher Education Quality Evaluation Centre in the quality assurance structure of Latvia
Note: on "higher education institutions"

15 In Latvia the terms "universitāte" (university), augstskola (higher education institution), "akadēmija" (academy), and "koledža (college) are regulated by law and under the same law no institution of higher education may include the word "institūts" (institute) in its title. In this and other legislation the term "koledža" (college) is distinguished from other institutional types, but colleges may also offer "professional higher education programmes". For that reason, when speaking or writing about "higher education institutions" AIKNC and other bodies usually understand that term to extend to colleges as well as universities, higher education institutions and academies. Where this report refers more restrictively to a "higher education institution" or a "college" as defined in Latvian legislation the terms "augstskola" and "koledža" are used.
Legal status
16 AIKNC was originally founded in December 1994 as a not-for-profit private limited company for the purpose of undertaking quality assessments of higher education programmes and, subsequently, higher education institutions. Its founders were the Ministry of Education and Science together with (by agreement with the Council of Rectors) four of Latvia's universities and a private higher education institution. In the period that AIKNC operated as a limited company it was led by a Director.
17 In 2004, following a change in Latvian legal requirements, AIKNC was reconstituted as a legal "Foundation" by the founding institutions: the Ministry of Education and Science; the University of Latvia; Riga Technical University; Riga Stradins University, Daugavpils University; and the School of Business Administration "Turiba", Ltd. Five of the six Founders oversee the work of AIKNC through a Council of their representatives nominated by the five Founders. The Ministry of Education and Science is not represented. The Council meets at least once each year; it "confirms" the annual review, receives the audited accounts and has the power to approve specified proposals from the Board to amend the statutes of AIKNC.

18 The work of AIKNC is directly overseen by its Board, which is required to meet at least twice each year. There is provision for the Board to have eight members and for there to be two non-voting foreign advisers to the Board. The Chairman of the Board of AIKNC is elected by the Board and is, de facto, the chief executive officer of AIKNC. Meetings of the Board are chaired by its Deputy Chairman. The Board is responsible for organising meetings of the Council.
19 AIKNC is one of the bodies through which the Government of Latvia checks that the provision of higher education through publicly-owned and privately-owned higher education institutions, and the conduct by these institutions of their affairs, meet its requirements. Another such body is the State Service of Education Quality (IKI, sometimes referred to in official papers as "the State Education Inspectorate" and formerly known as IKVD) which inspects education providers at all levels (including higher education) to check that State requirements are being met. For example, it is IKI that checks that publicly funded and privately funded institutions are monitoring the qualifications of students they admit through checking their certificates. There are limited contacts between AIKNC and IKI.
The place of AIKNC in Latvia's quality assurance arrangements

20 In Latvia AIKNC is the body that the Ministry of Education and Science has authorised to organise evaluations of higher education programmes of study and of higher education institutions and colleges. Evaluations of programmes and higher education institutions are conducted by commissions of experts organised by AIKNC. 
21 AIKNC's web site provides the means through which self-evaluation reports for institutions and programmes and the reports of evaluation commissions are made available to the public. AIKNC's website also communicates approvals by the Ministry of Education and Science of decisions made by AIPAK on the accreditation and reaccreditation of programmes and the Ministry's approval of decisions by AIP on the accreditation of institutions. The provision of this information via AIKNC's web site supplements their formal communication through "Latvijas Vēstnesis", which is Latvia's official gazette.
22 At the time of the present review a revised "Law on Higher Education" which had been in preparation since 2007 was expected to be passed by the Saeima in the near future. This will, among other matters, embed the Lisbon recognition Convention and other aspects of the Bologna process in Latvian legislation. It will amend Latvia's academic credit structure to be fully consistent with the European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System (ECTS); consolidate the three cycle structure of higher education in Latvia; introduce the learning outcomes approach to documenting the curriculum and assessing students' attainments; and formalise a requirement for higher education institutions to have internal quality assurance systems. 
iii.
The main functions of AIKNC, its current main areas of responsibility and work, including the review methods it uses
23 In 1996 AIKNC was designated by Latvia's Cabinet of Ministers to be responsible for carrying out evaluations and external peer reviews in support of the accreditation of higher education institutions and study programmes. These responsibilities were more fully set out in 1998 under an agreement AIKNC signed with the Ministry of Education and Science. Under this agreement AIKNC undertook to "submit in due time to the AIP and/or Study Programme Accreditation Committee its conclusions on higher education institutions and/or study programmes to be accredited….".
24 AIKNC has also concluded formal agreements in Latvia with the Association of Colleges (April 2009) and the Council of Rectors (June 2009) and a further agreement was signed in September 2010 with the Association of Private Higher Education Institutions; the text of the latter was not made available to the Review Panel in English.
25 AIKNC's responsibilities for organising evaluations of programmes and higher education institutions were revised in a formal agreement between the Ministry of Education and Science and AIKNC which was concluded on 6 October 2010 (the day before the site visits began). This document was provided for the Review Panel in Latvian at the end of the site visits and in English translation subsequently. 
26 The 2010 agreement between AIKNC and the Ministry of Education and Science specifies in detail the tasks that have been delegated by the Ministry to AIKNC. These include:

· accepting and registering applications for the accreditation of higher education institutions and higher education programmes, together with the required documentation

· verifying that the contents of the documentation required for the conduct of programme and higher education institution evaluations meet the needs of the relevant legislation

· requesting any missing or further information needed for the purposes of evaluation and accreditation

· selecting "experts" to serve on evaluation commissions within specified time limits
· submitting the names of selected experts to the AIP [for evaluations of higher education institutions] or AIPAK [for evaluations of higher education programmes] for approval
· signing agreements with experts and observers for the performance of evaluations in compliance with the current "Price list of the services provided by the Ministry of Education and Science", which sets out the fees for experts and observers who serve on evaluation commissions
· organising the work of experts and observers undertaking evaluations of higher education institutions and colleges including

· signing contractual agreements with experts and observers 
· preparing the support materials necessary for the organisation of institution-level and programme-level evaluations

· training experts and observers [other than student observers who are trained by the Latvian Students' Union in cooperation with AIKNC]
· developing the schedules for evaluation site-visits, implementing them and monitoring their progress

· checking the contents of the experts' reports
· preparing documentation based on the experts' reports for meetings of members of AIP and AIPAK
· preparing the formal records of accreditation decisions [the accreditation sheets] for registration by the Ministry of Education and Science

· participating in the work of international organisations
Programme evaluation

27 Programme evaluations began in Latvia in 1996 since when there have been two completed cycles of programme evaluations, the first ending in 2002 the second in 2008. At the time of this review, therefore, AIKNC was commencing its third cycle of programme evaluations.

28 In 2007 AIKNC organised 108 visits of expert commissions for the evaluation of 232 programmes; in 2008 it organised 105 visits for the evaluation of 152 programmes and in 2009 it organised 84 visits for the evaluation of 123 programmes.
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29 As noted above, AIKNC is responsible for
· identifying the members of evaluation commissions for approval by AIPAK
· training committee members and observers (other than students) in the evaluation process

· managing the evaluation process overall
· presenting the reports of the evaluation commissions to AIPAK for its consideration.

30 Experts for programme evaluations may be nominated by higher education institutions and colleges. Higher education institutions and colleges may nominate experts for their own programme evaluations and individuals may also nominate themselves for consideration as experts by AIKNC.
31 Until 2006 the membership of evaluation commissions included three or more expert members, a majority of whom were foreign experts but with the provision that at least one member of the evaluation commission should be a Latvian expert. Subsequently the composition of evaluation commissions was changed under new legislation so that now in most evaluation commissions Latvian experts comprise a majority of the members, with the requirement that at least one foreign expert participates in each evaluation. There is no requirement for foreign experts to participate in the evaluation of programmes in the Colleges.
32 Evaluation commissions are led by an experienced expert who is responsible to AIKNC for ensuring that the approved methodology and process are followed and for producing the collective report of the evaluation commission. The membership of each evaluation commission is therefore expected to include at least one expert with previous experience of the evaluation process.
33 The number of experts on an evaluation commission depends on the size and scope of the programme being evaluated. Evaluation commissions for provision based in colleges do not include foreign experts as members. The evaluation of a "branch" may be undertaken by a singleton expert.

34 Student observers are required participants in programme evaluations. For vocational programmes employers' representatives also participate in evaluation commissions. The nomination of student observers is the responsibility of the Latvian Students' Union. LDDK participates in the nomination of employer observers. Observation opportunities also allow a limited number of potential future experts to shadow an evaluation in order to learn how the process works.
35 The provisional membership of a programme evaluation commission (including the observers) is proposed by AIKNC to AIPAK for its consideration. AIPAK's chief responsibilities when considering the membership of evaluation commissions is to ensure that experts are suitably qualified to undertake the relevant evaluation and that there is no potential for conflicts of interest between members of the evaluation commission and the institution and staff delivering the programme or programmes to be evaluated. Only after AIPAK has approved the membership of an evaluation commission can the evaluation proceed.
36 Following AIPAK's approval of the membership of the evaluation commission AIKNC enters into a formal agreement with the relevant higher education institution which states, among other matters, the fee to be charged to the institution by AIKNC for the evaluation.
37 The principal source of information for an evaluation commission about the programme to be evaluated is the self-evaluation report, which is usually provided via e-mail and on paper to AIKNC and the evaluation commission by the higher education institution on behalf of those teaching and administering the programme. Since 2006 it has been a legal requirement that where a higher education institution is seeking to have a programme accredited or re-accredited the relevant self-evaluation reports must be approved by the senior committee of that institution by 15 October of the relevant academic year. In practice, where a higher education submits a request for accreditation or reaccreditation after this deadline AIKNC endeavours to conduct the evaluation for the programme within the current session.
38 In addition to the self-evaluation report institutions and programme teams are expected to provide basic information about the programme or programmes to be evaluated via the institution's website, together with the information that would be provided for an applicant to the programme. Institutions are also required to make self-evaluation reports available to members of the public via their web sites.

39 Members of evaluation commissions are expected to analyse the self-evaluation report before the site visit against a questionnaire/reporting template provided by AIKNC. The questionnaire/reporting template currently used by AIKNC has been designed to ensure that all matters under Parts I and II of the ESG are considered and reported on by programme evaluation commissions. For professional programmes of study evaluation commissions are required to apply the relevant professional standards as approved by Latvia's Cabinet of Ministers.
40 In addition to the self-evaluation report and other information provided by the institution and the staff providing the programme, evaluation commission members are expected to be provided with a timetable of the lectures to be assessed and with information on the rooms in which they are to be delivered; a list of the members of staff (faculty) who will be available to meet the committee during the site visit; samples of the work done by students (examination scripts, coursework and theses); together with other documents such as curriculum outlines.

41 As noted earlier, the duration of a site visit is matched to the volume of provision to be evaluated or re-evaluated. Site visits may therefore occupy commission members for between three and five working days. Those charged with leading a commission are allocated a further day for the associated work. 

42 Site visits take place at the main campus where delivery of the programme or programmes under evaluation takes place. Additionally, where programmes are provided at a main campus and also at other campuses (branch campuses) singleton commission members may undertake one or more further site visits to such branch campuses to verify the learning environment they provide and check the attainments of students.
43 Site visits include observations by commission members of teaching and associated facilities, and visits to other learning centres such as laboratories and libraries. There are also opportunities in the course of site visits for commission members to meet the senior managers of the higher education institution; a range of staff associated with the provision of the programme or programmes under evaluation; current students; graduates from the programme or programmes; and employers of graduates from the programme or programmes.

44 At the end of the site visit expert commission members write individual reports by completing the questionnaire/reporting template provided by AIKNC. They also contribute to a joint report. Both the joint report and reports by the individual experts are ultimately published by AIKNC. All reports are sent to AIKNC by the lead member of the evaluation commission. There is no set form or checklist of contents for joint reports other than the questionnaire/reporting template. Since 2006 evaluation commissions have been expected to use information from IKI and the observers when writing their joint reports. Observers write a separate report which is submitted to AIKNC.

45 When it receives programme evaluation reports AIKNC checks to see that all sections of the questionnaire/reporting template have been completed by the experts and that the joint report similarly covers all sections of the questionnaire. AIKNC then sends the reports to AIPAK for its consideration. Where AIPAK is of the view that there are deficiencies in the reports it has received from the evaluation commission via AIKNC it reports this to the latter and may request that the deficiencies be remedied or that further information be provided by the evaluation commission.

46 AIPAK may decide not to accredit a programme, to accredit it for two years only or to accredit it for six years which is the maximum allowed under the legislation. A decision to accredit a programme for two years requires that the programme be reaccredited within that period or lose its accredited status. Since 2006 it has been possible for AIPAK to accredit a programme for two years several times in succession where this is considered appropriate to the circumstances.
47 Accreditation decisions by AIPAK are reported by AIKNC on its website, where the evaluation reports of individual evaluation commission members and the joint reports of commissions are also published.

48 In April 2009 AIKNC signed an agreement with the Association of Colleges to undertake the organisation and management of evaluations of programmes and institutions in Latvia's college sector. A similar agreement was signed with the Council of Rectors in June 2009. This regulates relations between AIKNC, Ministry of Education and Science, and the Council of Rectors. An agreement between AIKNC and the Association of Private Higher Education Institutions was also signed in September 2010 the text of which was not available to the Review Panel in English.
Reaccreditation of programmes
49 Since 2006 where a programme has previously been accredited for a six-year period and, during that period, the curriculum and organisation of the programme has not changed significantly, reaccreditation may be undertaken by an evaluation commission with a single expert member. Where this is not the case the reaccreditation of programmes follows the procedures for initial accreditation.
Institutional evaluation and accreditation
50 AIKNC undertook its first institutional evaluation in 1996, when it was combined with the evaluation of a limited number of programmes offered by a small private higher education institution. The process followed was laid down in regulations approved by Latvia's Cabinet of Ministers in November 1995. Subsequently, revised procedures for the evaluation and accreditation of higher education institutions (and higher education programmes) were approved by the Cabinet of Ministers in 2001 and most recently in 2006.
51 In 2007 AIKNC organised the evaluation of five higher education institutions; in 2008 it organised the evaluation of three higher education institutions; and in 2009 it organised the evaluation of two higher education institutions.
52 The process of initial institutional evaluation follows broadly the same pattern as that for initial programme evaluation, with suitable amendments to enable the evaluation process to address topics that are relevant to higher education institutions, Latvia's higher education legislation, and its national strategies. The evaluation process for higher education institutions is also designed to be compatible with the provisions of Part II of the ESG. 
53 Among the features that differentiate AIKNC's process for institutional evaluations from that it follows for programme evaluations are the following
· the self-evaluation report is expected to set out
· the higher education institution's- or the college's- long-term aims and objectives and their coherence with national aims and objectives

· how the interests and needs of students and staff are met

· how studies are managed and organised

· how students are encouraged to undertake research as part of their learning

· the institution's participation in international cooperation ventures exchange programmes and so on

· the qualifications of the institution's academic staff and whether qualifications and the volume of teaching done by staff meet the national norms for a university, augstskola, akadēmija, or koledža, respectively

· whether research being undertaken by the institution's academic staff is up-to-date and whether there is cooperation with other research institutions in Latvia and abroad

· the overall management of the higher education institution and its material and financial resources

· how the institution's academic autonomy is served and how the rights and duties of students to participate in the life and work of the institution are secured

· the institution's quality assurance and improvement arrangements and how they contribute to its long-term development plans

· whether the institution's internal quality assurance arrangements comply with the European Standards and Guidelines

· opportunities for the institution's graduates in the labour market

· measures taken by the institution to ensure that the interests of students are safeguarded in the event that the institution encounters difficulties
· for evaluations of institutions the committee of experts is expected to comprise individuals with senior academic and management experience that will enable them to appreciate and scrutinise the institution's management of the higher education and research it provides

· the AIKNC questionnaire/reporting template for institutional evaluations is expected to cover all the matters indicated above as suitable for inclusion in institutional self-evaluation report and to be consistent with the expectations set out in the European Standards and Guidelines Part II
· the reports of the individual experts and their joint report is checked against the AIKNC questionnaire/reporting template by AIKNC and sent to the AIP for its consideration

54 As with programme accreditations foreign experts are expected to form part of the evaluation commissions and the outcome of the AIP's consideration of the experts' reports is published on AIKNC's web site, together with the individual and joint reports of the experts. Again, as with programme evaluation reports, if AIP finds that the reports of evaluation commissions do not meet its requirements it feeds this information back to AIKNC.
Accreditation of higher education institutions and colleges since 2006
55 Before 2006 for AIP to be able to recommend the accreditation of a higher education institution or college it was necessary for not less than 50 per cent of the programmes offered by the institution to have been accredited before the application was submitted. In 2006 new regulations provided that if 50 per cent of a higher education institution's programmes had been accredited by the time that AIP was prepared to consider institutional accreditation this should suffice.
56 Once granted, institutional accreditation is open-ended but may be withdrawn by the Ministry of Education and Science under specified circumstances.
Provision of information by AIKNC
57 In addition to providing information for AIPAK and AIP to support their accreditation work, and the information it provides for its own Board and Council, AIKNC routinely provides information to several Latvian official bodies the most significant of which is the Ministry for Education and Science, to which AIKNC provides information on the accreditation status of programmes and higher education institutions and colleges every two months. This information is used by the Ministry to decide whether to fund programmes and institutions. 
58 AIKNC routinely provides information to Latvia's Academic Information Centre on the accreditation status of programmes, to the State Employment Agency and to IKI which each uses to inform its own work. In cases where students have studied with a foreign higher education provider (including in case of Erasmus and other study exchange programmes) AIKNC also provides information to the Agency for the Administration of Studies and Science of the Ministry of Education and Science for the comparisons the latter undertakes for the purpose of deciding what academic credit should be granted to the students. Data provided by AIKNC is also used as the main source of information by this Agency when deciding whether study and student loans for studies in higher education institutions and colleges should be granted.
59 In addition to the information in the form of evaluation reports that it publishes on higher education institutions, colleges, and their programmes, AIKNC also publishes information for students in Latvian and Russian explaining the importance of choosing accredited institutions and higher education programmes when deciding where to study. More recently, AIKNC has been asked by media outlets to provide rankings of Latvia's higher education institutions. At the time of this review AIKNC was considering whether to take this novel and controversial proposal forward as a research project.

60 AIKNC also serves as a source of information for higher education institutions and individuals in Latvia who want to know more about the Bologna process and how Latvia participates in the European Higher Education Area and European activities in higher education more generally.
iv.
The engagement of the Agency with the ENQA membership provisions/ESG

61 From 2002 to September 2010 AIKNC was a Full Member of ENQA and members of its staff attended most ENQA General Assemblies in that period. The self assessment report stated that through its participation in ENQA meetings AIKNC has established bilateral contacts (agency to agency) with ENQA members in Austria; Belgium; the Czech Republic; Denmark; Estonia; Finland; France; Germany; Hungary; Ireland; Russia; Switzerland  and the UK.
62 Since AIKNC became a member of ENQA in 2002 it has disseminated information about the work of ENQA to Latvia's higher education institutions and other relevant bodies, such as the Ministry of Education and Science and the Council of Rectors. Likewise, AIKNC (chiefly the Chairman of AIKNC) has energetically publicised the main features of the Bologna process within Latvian higher education circles.

63 AIKNC has also worked to embody the substance and details of the ESG Parts I and II into the procedures it has developed for the evaluation of programmes and institutions. This is most clearly to be seen in the details of the evaluation questionnaires/report templates provided for programme and institutional evaluators and observers. 
v.
How the review was carried out

64 The membership of the Panel for the review was initially proposed by LDDK in spring 2010 and finalised in September 2010. Members of the Review Panel received AIKNC's self-assessment report as they were formally notified by LDDK of their membership of the Panel.

65 Panel members began their work together via e-mail, telephone and through Skype videoconferencing. They were invited by the Review Secretary to comment on the self-assessment report using the ENQA/ESG Part III criteria and to indicate what items of additional information they wished to request via e-mail. These included some key items of information that might better have been provided with the self-assessment report, such as the rules for the accreditation of programmes of study and higher education institutions that had been in force since 2006-07 with amendments that have been in force since July 2009 that were ultimately provided during the site visits.
66 Immediately before the site visit the Ministry of Education and Science concluded a formal agreement under which it formally delegated significant responsibilities for arranging the evaluation of programmes and higher education institutions to AIKNC that, in practice, the latter been undertaking outside the terms of such a formal agreement in the interests of Latvian higher education. This agreement and its English translation were provided for the Review Panel at the end of the site visit.
67 Throughout the review, Panel members shared information with each other and received additional documents from LDDK and AIKNC through an internet-based file-sharing and information storage system. This was arranged in such a way that only members of the review team had access to the private papers and drafts of this report. A member of ENQA's Secretariat was also given access to this system but not to the Review Panel's private area. In most cases, AIKNC e-mailed items of information and clarification requested by the Panel direct to its members. Electronic copies of these documents were stored in the ShareFile™ folders. Documents provided for the team by AIKNC and LDDK are listed in Annex 2, page 56.
68 As the Review Panel prepared for the site visit its members, led by the Chair of the Panel, worked with LDDK and AIKNC to agree a schedule of meetings. This was finalised immediately before the site visit. The schedule of meetings can be found at Annex 1, page 54.
69 Before the two-day site visit LDDK, as the coordinator of the review, arranged a half day briefing on the context for higher education in Latvia. This was conducted by LDDK's Secretary-General and by the Deputy Director of the Department of Higher Education of the Ministry of Education and Science and was attended by the Chairman of the Board of AIKNC.

70 In the course of the two-day site visit, the Review Panel held 15 meetings with more than 50 individuals. In more than six meetings discussions were supported by an interpreter, whose assistance was greatly appreciated. At the end of the first and second day of the site visit the Review Panel met with the Chairman of AIKNC to review progress and to identify matters where the Panel considered it would be helpful to receive further information. 
71 At the end of the site visit the Review Panel used ENQA's criteria for Full Membership of the Association to review the information that had been gathered from the self-assessment report, the additional documents the Panel had requested and received, and information from the discussions it had held. On this basis the Panel came to a provisional view of its findings, which it refined subsequently as it drew up its report (see below). 
72 Following the site visit the Review Secretary compiled the initial draft report for review by the other Panel members in order to check that the provisional findings they had reached at the end of the site visit remained valid and that all findings were based in firm evidence. The Review Secretary then incorporated necessary and desirable changes suggested by Panel members into a final draft for checking by the Chair of the Panel who, when satisfied "signed off" the draft as fit to be shared with AIKNC.
73 AIKNC received the Review Panel's draft report at the time agreed with LDDK in the schedule for the review. AIKNC checked the draft report for factual inaccuracies and misunderstandings and returned a marked-up copy of the draft report within the time specified by LDDK. 

74 The Review Panel wishes to thank the General Director of LDDK and her staff for their organisation of the review and assistance generally. The Panel also wishes to thank AIKNC, the Chairman of its Board, and its staff for responding to many requests for further information, for their hospitality during the site visits, and the associated meetings, and their courtesy to the Panel throughout this process. Lastly, the Panel wishes to thank all those who joined it during the site visits and briefings, some of whom had travelled long distances. Their information was invaluable. 
vi.
The national and international context of the review
The National context
Introduction

75 Latvia regained its national independence in 1991 at the time of the breakup of the former Soviet Union and joined the European Union in 2004. In 2008 as the current world economic crisis deepened the Latvian economy went into recession and the Government accepted economic assistance from the International Monetary Fund and European countries. As part of these moves to support the Latvian currency (which is linked to the Euro) Latvia's Government agreed to take measures to reduce its fiscal deficit.
76 In 2009-10 the population of Latvia was estimated at more than 2.25 millions. In the same year according to figures from the Ministry Education and Science there were more than 112,000 students studying for higher education qualifications on 950 accredited programmes in 55 institutions. Of these programmes, more than half are in the social sciences (including business studies and law). 
77 According to AIKNC's web site Latvia's higher education institutions, comprise
· six Universities, all in the public sector
· 13 state-sector higher education institutions
· 14 private-sector higher education institutions
· 18 state-sector colleges and
· eight private-sector colleges. 

In addition, two branches of foreign higher education institutions had formally registered with the Ministry of Education and Science.

78 At the time of the present review the Ministry of Education and Science provided briefing documents in which it stated that it was developing an action plan "On Necessary Structural Reforms in Higher Education and Science for Increasing Latvian Competitiveness Internationally". As part of this process of change the Government was said to be in the process of moving from "controlling" Latvia's higher education institutions to "guiding" them. As part of this process the Government also envisages 

· changes to the way higher education institutions are funded that will give individual publicly-funded higher education institutions "block grants", allowing them greater latitude to determine how to use their funding, assets and income other than that from the state to achieve their aims and deliver their missions
· changes to the legal status of higher education institutions that will more clearly establish that they are independent legal entities with legal personality
· improvements to the quality of study and scientific activities

· the modernisation of the material and technical base of higher education and science institutions

· the internationalisation of higher education with increased incentives for Latvian higher education institutions to engage in the export of higher education activities

· closer integration of the higher education and science sectors into the Latvian economy and society.
79 Immediately before the site visit to AIKNC members of the Review Panel also learned that to support this initiative the Ministry of Education and Science proposed to undertake a two-year audit of all Latvia's higher education programmes (while continuing with the normal process of programme evaluation for accreditation and reaccreditation). The purpose of the two-year audit of programmes is to identify duplication and scope for the amalgamation of programmes, to highlight the best performing programmes, and to eliminate poorly performing programmes. This proposal had not been finalised at the time of the present review but there were indications that it would be undertaken by teams of evaluators that would involve foreign experts. The Review Panel learned that it was likely that AIKNC would be involved in some way in this two-year audit which had been proposed early in 2010 but was not mentioned in the self-assessment report.
Higher education in Latvia: legal matters relevant to the work of AIKNC
80 Higher education institutions and the provision of higher education programmes in Latvia are governed by a series of statutes of the Latvian Parliament (the Saeima) supplemented by regulations promulgated under the authority of these and other statutes by the Latvian executive, the Cabinet of Ministers. The key statutes and regulations that are relevant to higher education generally, and the work of AIKNC specifically, include the following:

· Statutes

· Republic of Latvia "Law on Institutions of Higher Education" (1995 as amended 1996; 2000; 2003; 2004 [January and June]; and 2006)
· Republic of Latvia "Law on Associations and Foundations" (2003, amended 2004, 2006 and 2010)
· Regulations

· Republic of Latvia Cabinet of Ministers, Regulation No. 370 "Accreditation Regulations for Higher Educational Establishments", 28 November 1995

· Republic of Latvia Cabinet of Ministers, Regulation No. 442 "Rules for Accreditation of Higher Education Institutions and Study Programmes", 16 October 2001

· Republic of Latvia Cabinet of Ministers, Regulation No. 821 "Procedure of Accreditation of Higher Education Institutions, Colleges and Higher Education Programmes", 3 October 2006

· Republic of Latvia Cabinet of Ministers, Regulation No. 995 "Price list for the Paid Services Provided by the Ministry of Education And Science" 25 August 2009

· Agreements

· "Agreement on Collaboration in Accreditation of Higher Education Institutions and study programmes" 7 April 1998, Ministry of Education and Science, 1-33-26
· "Delegation Agreement between the Ministry of Education and Science, Republic of Latvia … and the foundation "Higher Education Quality Evaluation Centre", 6 October 2010.
81 In practice, the statutes provide the informing framework within which both higher education institutions and bodies such as AIP, AIPAK, and AIKNC work, while the Regulations promulgated by the Cabinet of Ministers set out the details of the procedures that they are required to follow. Even so, the provisions of the statutes provide particular definitions for key terms such as "university", "augstskola", "akademija" (academy) and "koledža" (college) and reserve to the State the authority to determine Latvian educational classifications.
82 Higher education may only be offered in Latvia by registered and accredited higher education institutions and colleges, whether these are publicly or privately funded. Registration of higher education institutions is the responsibility of the IKI (formerly, IKVD) which is under the authority of the Ministry of Education and Science. 

83 If a new higher education institution is established (or a college that intends to offer higher education programmes) the institution must first seek to be registered, as above, to operate in Latvia. Once registered the institution may begin teaching programmes of study but must seek licensing and accreditation for the programmes and accreditation for itself within two years of the institution's first registration, during which time the higher education institution and the programme team(s) respectively are expected to apply for accreditation.
84 While AIKNC, AIP and AIPAK each play their parts in Latvia's higher education quality assurance arrangements, evaluations conducted under the auspices of AIKNC provide advice to AIP and AIPAK on the basis of which they make recommendations to the Ministry of Education and Science. Final authority for approving accreditation decisions rests with the Minister for Education and Science.
The Higher Education Council (AIP)
85 AIP is a statutory body founded under the terms of the Law on Institutions of Higher Education in 1996 (amended 2000; 2003; January and June 2004; and 2006). Its 12 members are delegates of a range of bodies representative of higher education and higher education institutions such as the Latvian Academy of Science and the Council of Rectors. They are appointed by the Saeima on the recommendation of the Ministry of Education and Science.

86 At a point after its foundation AIP was designated by the Ministry of Education and Science as the body to make decisions on institutional accreditations for approval by the Ministry. This is normally on the basis of evaluations of higher education institutions organised and conducted by AIKNC but AIP's "Statutes" do not require it to rely on AIKNC reports. AIP's Statutes permit to override any information or evaluations put before it and recommend "extraordinary" accreditation of a higher education institution or programme of studies.
87 Where, having considered the report of an AIKNC evaluation commission, AIP considers that a higher education institution's application for accreditation meets the specified legal requirements, its decision that accreditation be granted is submitted to the Ministry of Education and Science for approval. Once granted, the accreditation of a higher education institution is without time limit – although there are provisions for the Minister of Education and Science to remove an institution's accreditation for a range of misdemeanours and deficiencies that are specified in the relevant legislation. There is also provision for AIP to recommend the extraordinary accreditation of a higher education institution to the Minister of Education and Science. In such a case the accreditation decision is taken by the Minister.
88 Where a higher education institution's application for accreditation is considered by AIP to be wholly deficient AIP may recommend to the Ministry of Education and Science that the application should be refused. The grounds for such a recommendation (and the decision of the Ministry of Education and Science, where relevant) may be challenged in the courts.

89 Where a higher education institution's application for accreditation is considered by AIP to be deficient, but not fatally flawed, AIP may recommend to the Ministry of Education and Science that the institution be accredited for a period of two years, during which it must reapply for reaccreditation. If a further evaluation report indicates continuing deficiencies AIP may then recommend to the Minister that the application for reaccreditation be rejected. As with a recommendation for the outright rejection of an application for accreditation by AIP, and a consequent decision to approve accreditation by the Ministry of Education and Science, both the recommendation and the decision may be challenged by the applicant higher education institution through the courts.
90 In the proposed higher education legislation that was awaiting its second reading before the Saeima at the time of this review one of the proposals was that AIP should be responsible for undertaking periodic evaluations of AIKNC.
The Higher Education Programme Accreditation Committee (AIPAK)

91 As with the membership of AIP, members of AIPAK are appointed by the Minister of Education and Science on the recommendation of specified bodies including AIP, the Council of Rectors; the Science Council of Latvia; representatives of LDDK and the Latvian Students' Union, among others.

92 In Latvia, AIPAK makes decisions on whether to accredit or re-accredit programmes of study using reports compiled by AIKNC's evaluation commissions on programmes of study, together with the self-evaluation reports for the programmes that are provided by the higher education institutions to support the evaluation process. These are not AIPAK's only source of information, however. AIPAK conveys its decisions to the Ministry of Education and Science which may or may not approve them.
93 Latvia's Law on Higher Education Institutions provides that the maximum period of programme accreditation is six years. Higher education institutions must therefore arrange for their programmes to be reaccredited by AIPAK within that period.
The Council of Rectors
94 As with AIP and AIPAK, the Council of Rectors is a state sanctioned consultative body established under the Law on Institutions of Higher Education. The Rectors of all accredited state higher education institutions are members of the Council, which is charged, among other matters, with 

· making proposals for the Minister of Education and Science for the development of higher education

· commenting on proposed legislation likely to affect higher education directly or indirectly

· making proposals for legislation and regulations for higher education

· recommending experts for the accreditation of higher education institutions
· representing Latvia's higher education institutions in foreign states.

The internal procedures of the Council of Rectors are approved by the Minister of Education and Science.
The international context

95 According to the self-assessment report, AIKNC participates in the International Network for Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (INQAAHE) and later stated that this was as a full member. AIKNC has also participated in the Network of Central and Eastern European Quality Assurance Agencies in Higher Education (CEE Network) which is affiliated to ENQA. and contributes to the work of EQANIE and EAQAN. The self-assessment report also referred to the Baltic Higher Education Coordination Committee. 
96 At the time of the review AIKNC was also participating in several EU funded multilateral projects. These included a project to increase the "virtual mobility" of academic staff, Project TEACAMP, and a follow-on project to support the developments of frameworks and standards for informatics programmes, the Euro-Inf Spread Project.
97 From the self-assessment report it was clear that AIKNC was in contact with the Lithuanian Centre for Quality Assessment in Higher Education and the "Archimedes" Foundation in Estonia, not least to exchange information about experts in each country who might be available to participate in evaluations and other activities. The self-assessment report stated that for AIKNC the "most important" organisation in which it participated is ENQA, "as ENQA is accepted as the official organisation responsible for dealing with issues of higher education quality assurance".

98 As noted when outlining the key features of the action plan of the Ministry of Education and Science "On Necessary Structural Reforms in Higher Education and Science for Increasing Latvian Competitiveness Internationally" the Ministry envisages reforming the governance and conduct of higher education in Latvia. Part of this project will involve encouraging Latvian higher education institutions to export higher education activities and therefore to pursue international collaborations.
4 
FINDINGS

4.1 a) 
ENQA criterion 1 / ESG Part 2: External quality assurance processes
Standard:
The external quality assurance of agencies should take into account the presence and effectiveness of the external quality assurance processes described in Part 2 of the European Standards and Guidelines.

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

The standards for external quality assurance should together with the standards for external quality assurance agencies constitute the basis for professional and credible external quality assurance of higher education institutions.
Evidence

99 The Review Panel found clear evidence Latvia has committed itself to observe the requirements of the European Standards and Guidelines and promote their implementation. AIKNC has signed formal agreements with the Council of Rectors, the Association of Colleges and the Association of Private Higher Education Institutions that enshrine these commitments and has actively promoted the adoption of the European Standards and Guidelines Part I by Latvia's higher education institutions and colleges.
Analysis

100 The self-assessment report provided by AIKNC emphasised that the evaluation procedures it has developed for programmes and higher education institutions and colleges are intended to encourage higher education institutions and colleges to develop systematic processes for quality assurance and adopt the requirements of the European Standards and Guidelines. The questionnaire/report templates used by AIKNC's evaluation commissions are structured in ways that clearly draw on the contents of the European Standards and Guidelines (Parts I and II). 

101 The standards to be followed in the external quality assurance of programmes and institutions are set out by AIKNC for its evaluation commissions in a number of documents that are provided on its website. For example, a set of "Short guidelines for Evaluation Commission members" provides a description of the evaluation process. Other documents on the website include a translation of the European Standards and Guidelines into Latvian; selection principles for members of evaluation commissions; and questionnaires/reporting templates for "Evaluation Commission Experts" and observers.
102 Many of the individuals who came to meet the Review Panel in the course of the site visit had acted as members of AIKNC evaluation commissions (some as student and employer observers) and the Panel was therefore able to discuss the work of the evaluation commissions with a wide range of those who had participated in them. There was general confidence among those who have been members of evaluation commissions that AIKNC's questionnaires/reporting templates provided a framework which ensured that the requirements of the European Standards and Guidelines (Part II) were observed.

103 From the sample of AIKNC reports the Review Panel was able to consult it seemed that the length and coverage of collective reports could vary widely and that many individual reports from experts consisted solely of ticks or crosses on the questionnaire/reporting template. The Panel was therefore not confident that AIKNC was checking that the criteria that had been developed for its evaluation commissions to follow in making their judgements, and setting out their findings (including those relating to the European Standards and Guidelines), were applied consistently, from commission to commission.
AIKNC compliance

104 Finding: substantial compliance.
4.1 b) 
ENQA criterion 1 / ESG 3.1, 3.3: Activities

STANDARD:

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

GUIDELINES:

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

Evidence

105 AIKNC's formal responsibility for coordinating evaluations of higher education programmes and higher education institutions was first set out in July 1996 in an amendment to the "Accreditation Regulations for Higher Educational Establishments" approved by the Cabinet of Ministers in November 1995. AIKNC's general responsibilities for organising evaluations on behalf of the Ministry of Education and Science were most recently confirmed in the "Delegation Agreement" concluded between the Ministry of Education and Science and AIKNC on 6 October 2010.
106 At the time of this review AIKNC was undertaking Latvia's third cycle of higher education programme evaluations. At the same time it had completed a substantial number of evaluations of Latvia's higher education institutions and was undertaking the evaluation of higher education programmes offered in Latvia's college sector.
Analysis
107 At the time of this review AIKNC was organising a third cycle of programme evaluations and was continuing to undertake institutional evaluations. Discussions with senior members of higher education institutions and with students showed the Review Panel that some higher education institutions were chafing at the continuing evaluation of individual programmes, even when grouped to bring several under the scrutiny of a single evaluation commission. Some institutions were proposing that departments or larger units should be evaluated rather than individual programmes.

108 Students' representatives who met the Review Panel strongly supported the evaluation of individual programmes and stated that such evaluations provided the most useful and relevant information for potential students when choosing which programme to study.
109 In the course of the site visits AIKNC told the Review panel that it had received an approach from media sources to construct league tables of programmes and institutions and that it was considering whether to commission research for this purpose. The Panel was surprised to learn of such a controversial proposal which, if taken forward, could have profound consequences for AIKNC's relations with its Founders and stakeholders.
AIKNC compliance

110 Finding: full compliance.
4.2 
ENQA criterion 2 / ESG 3.2: Official status

STANDARD:

Agencies should be formally recognised by competent public authorities in the European Higher Education Area as agencies with responsibilities for external quality assurance and should have an established legal basis. They should comply with any requirements of the legislative jurisdictions within which they operate.
Evidence

Recognition within Latvia

111 The self-assessment report stated that AIKNC was initially registered in the Register of Associations and Foundations of Republic of Latvia in December 1994. Elsewhere, in an agreement between the Ministry of Education and Science and AIKNC in 1998, AIKNC is described as a 'limited liability company non-profit organisation. Information provided by AIKNC subsequently corrected the self-assessment report to the effect that in 1994 AIKNC had been registered with the Register of Enterprises of the Republic of Latvia.
112 The Cabinet of Ministers "Accreditation Regulations for Higher Education Establishments" (November 1995) did not initially refer to AIKNC but in July 1996 they were amended to state that "The assessment of study programmes and higher education institutions, necessary for their accreditation, is to be carried out by the limited non-profit society 'Higher Education Quality Evaluation Centre'… that provides consultations and ensures evaluation of higher education institutions, arranges the external peer reviews and sums up the information necessary for accreditation of higher education institutions or study programmes."
113 In 2006 the Ministry of Education and Science published an updated set of "Rules for the accreditation of higher education institutions, colleges and higher education programmes" which made no reference to AIKNC while referring to other bodies, such as the Council of Rectors, IKI, AIP and AIPAK. Under the terms of the 2006 "Rules for the accreditation of higher education institutions, colleges and higher education programmes" the Ministry of Education and Science retained responsibility for organising programme and institutional evaluations. 
114 In October 2010 the Ministry of Education and Science entered into a formal Delegation Agreement with AIKNC that recognised its change in status to a Foundation in July 2004. The agreement delegates the organisation and administration of institutional and programme evaluations linked to accreditations to AIKNC, and sets out the responsibilities and rights and obligations of the latter to the Ministry of Education and Science in considerable detail. 
115 AIKNC's formal recognition by the Ministry of Education and Science in 2010 does not, however, extend to the provision of direct funding. Since AIKNC organised its first external programme evaluation in 1995-6 it has had to rely on the fees it charges institutions for each evaluation it undertakes. 
116 At the time of this review the Ministry of Education and Science had adopted an action plan "On Necessary Structural Reforms in Higher Education and Science for Increasing Latvian Competitiveness Internationally". As part of this plan the Ministry intends to carry out a two year audit of all higher education programmes in Latvia with the participation of foreign experts. AIKNC was unable to state to the Review Panel whether it would be given the task of managing these evaluations although it had put in a proposal to undertake the work. Others who met the Review Panel were also unable to confirm whether this significant task would be given to AIKNC. 
117 In the course of the site visits, members of the Ministry of Education and Science, AIP and AIPAK told the Review Panel that AIKNC regularly provided statistical and qualitative information on higher education generally, the Bologna Process, accredited higher education institutions, and accredited higher education programmes, at the request of each of these bodies and others, such as the State Employment Service. 

Recognition across the EHEA

118 Between 2002 and September 2010 AIKNC was a full member of ENQA At the time of the present review AIKNC was regarded by ENQA as a candidate for Full Membership.
119 Since 2002 AIKNC has participated as a recognised agency in a number of bilateral and multilateral programmes across the EHEA, including exchanges of information with members of organisations such as EQANIE.
Analysis

120 The "Delegation Agreement" signed by the Ministry of Education and Science and AIKNC on 6 October 2010 formalises AIKNC's recognition by the Ministry as the organiser of programme and higher education evaluations in Latvia. Under the same Agreement, AIKNC is also authorised to participate in the work of multinational and other bodies working in the area of higher education accreditation.
121 During the site visits the Review Panel discussed relations between AIKNC and AIP and AIPAK on the one hand, and the Ministry of Education and Science on the other, with individuals qualified to comment on such matters. Among other matters the Review Panel learned from these discussions that there was a difference of opinion between the various legal advisers of the respective parties about the "Statutes" that AIKNC had adopted when it had re-established itself in 2004 as a Foundation and that this was seen by some professional advisers as presenting difficulties.

122 The Review Panel recommends that all parties, including AIKNC, should work strenuously to resolve any legal obstacles arising from AIKNC's Statutes, in order to make it possible for the Ministry to establish formal relations with AIKNC more readily.
123 From the site visits the Review Panel was also able to learn that AIKNC regularly contributes data, information and advice to inform the decisions made by a wide range of state and semi-state bodies in Latvia. Notwithstanding the contents of the October 2010 delegation agreement the continuing absence of state support for AIKNC's core functions, including its administration and research activities, the lack of clarity about whether AIKNC would be involved in the Ministry's proposed two-year programme audit, left the Review Panel unsure that the Ministry of Education and Science was committed to AIKNC's continuance.
AIKNC compliance

124 Finding: full compliance.
4.3 
ENQA criterion 3 / ESG 3.4: Resources

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

Evidence
125 In its self-assessment report AIKNC stated that it received no state funding other than for specific projects and that its only other income (not including a limited number of EU-funded projects) was from "the agreements signed with higher education institutions on quality evaluation". When looking to the future, AIKNC stated "The legal basis and funding of HEQEC activities must be reconsidered".

126 Elsewhere in the self-assessment report and responding directly to this criterion, AIKNC stated, however, that it "has all the appropriate resources in order to perform evaluation of all higher education institutions, colleges and higher education programmes". 

127 The financial arrangements under which AIKNC operates were revised through the Delegation Agreement reached between the Ministry of Education and Science and AIKNC on 6 October 2010. These state that AIKNC is to receive no funding from the Ministry's budget or elsewhere from the state budget but that it is to finance its activities from the fees that it charges higher education institutions for the evaluations it undertakes. 
128 The Delegation Agreement also requires AIKNC to participate in the work of international organisations linked to the accreditation of higher education institutions and programmes and to do so from within its own resources rather than from funds provided by the Ministry.

Finances

129 The Review Panel was able to confirm from AIKNC's self-assessment report and those that it met during the site visit that AIKNC received no direct financial support from the Latvian Government and that its revenue comes from charging the institutions for its administration services in respect of evaluations. This charge is included in the price list against which it sets its fees and for each evaluation is half the fees of the experts. The price list for AIKNC's evaluations is subject to approval by its Board and Council. Fee levels for experts and observers are set by AIKNC in line with the fee levels for such activities set from time to time by Latvia's Cabinet of Ministers.
130 AIKNC has undertaken a number of projects with external financial support such as its participation in surveys and information exchanges. It has also participated in a LEONARDO project in 2005: "Curriculum development for external quality assessment experts training" (CD EQATE). to provide training for external quality assessment experts. The project was led by a Lithuanian partner: the Methodological Centre for Vocational Education and Training (PMMC). More recently, as noted above, AIKNC has participated in a project to increase the "virtual mobility" of academic staff, Project TEACAMP, and a follow-on project to support the developments of frameworks and standards for informatics programmes, the Euro-Inf Spread Project.
Staff

131 In the self assessment report AIKNC stated that it had five staff, some of whom worked on fractional appointments, equivalent to 3.6 full-time posts. Between 2006 and 2010 AIKNC has managed its considerable workload with the same level of staffing, although the headcount has varied as fractional and full-time positions have been juggled to accommodate occurrences such as maternity leave. Specialist services such as the administration of AIKNC's computer network have been contracted out.

132 The Chairman of the Board of AIKNC is de facto its chief executive and is one of its full-time employees. Another employee has the title "Chief Executive" but the Review Panel was told that this title had been introduced in response to comments about the absence of a chief executive and had not changed the position where the Chairman of the Board led the agency. The Panel was told that should the Chairman be unavailable for any reason the Chief Executive would assume the Chairman's duties until his return.
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Analysis

133 The Review Panel discussed AIKNC's budget and activities with members of its staff in the course of the site visit. The Panel learned that AIKNC's staff establishment varied from year to year as the number of evaluations it co-ordinated fluctuated. It was able to verify this by comparing AIKNC's income from evaluation fees and staffing figures.

134 The Review Panel asked to see evidence of the forward planning of its operational activities AIKNC had undertaken in previous years. The documents provided showed the number of evaluations and other activities to be undertaken but provided little other information.

135 The Review Panel also asked to see evidence of AIKNC's past and present strategic planning but none was provided. Some of those who discussed AIKNC's resources and management with the Panel showed no signs of encouraging AIKNC to undertake strategic planning and expressed hostility to the notion of strategic planning.

136 From its meetings during the site visits, and from the documents it was able to read, the Review Panel formed the view that fluctuations in AIKNC's financial resources made planning difficult. This has inhibited AIKNC's ability to plan for the future and undertake research and development projects drawing on the data and information it collects, or to analyse them for quality control purposes. The Panel considered that AIKNC's difficult financial circumstances, over many years, might have made it seem difficult to justify devoting time to strategic planning. It also seemed to the Panel, however, that such strategic planning would have enabled AIKNC to generate additional sources of income by bidding for project work.
137 From the discussions it held in the course of the site visits the Review Panel came to the view that AIKNC's staff deserved congratulations for their hard work in organising and supporting large numbers of evaluation commissions. Together, they have made a signal contribution to enabling the operation of quality evaluations in Latvia, at some personal cost. The work of AIKNC's staff is, however, less effective than it might be if AIKNC had been able to achieve a more stable financial operating environment that would have enabled research and development, strategic and business planning and participation by a wider group of staff members in bilateral and multilateral projects.
138 The Review Panel recommends that all parties in Latvia with an interest in the quality evaluation and assurance of higher education should work to provide a stable operating environment for the conduct of evaluations of programmes and institutions and adequate resources for necessary research and development activities, including international activities. 
139 In the recent Delegation Agreement the Ministry of Education and Science has required AIKNC to undertake international activities at its own cost. These activities benefit Latvia and Latvian higher education generally and AIKNC should be compensated for undertaking them. At the same time the Review Panel recommends that AIKNC should investigate what improvements in its management, strategic, and quality arrangements would be required to enable it to bid for external project funds.
AIKNC compliance

140 Finding: partial compliance.
4.4 
ENQA criterion 4 / ESG 3.5: Mission statement

STANDARD:

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

GUIDELINES:

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

Evidence
141 AIKNC views its statutes as setting out what is needed to meet this criterion. The statutes set out AIKNC's objectives which are to

· promote the development of higher education in Republic of Latvia

· organize examination and quality evaluation of higher education institutions and their study programmes using methodology recognized by the member states of European Union which includes: self-evaluation of higher education institutions and their study programmes; external evaluation by independent experts based on experts' visit to the higher education institutions; publications of evaluation results, continuous quality improvement process

· provide consultations on issues of higher education institutions quality evaluation

· collect, preserve, publish and disseminate information on higher education institutions and their study programmes' quality, licensing and accreditation.

Analysis

142 In its self-assessment report AIKNC stated that its mission is "to ensure constant improvement of higher education quality, to inform the society on higher education quality and to protect the public interests in the field of higher education quality." This statement could usefully be reproduced on AIKNC's web site. 

143 On its home page, AIKNC provides a statement on its "working methods" that gives much of the information a statement of mission and values would be likely to contain and that was better set out in the Latvian version of its web site's Home page than in the English version. For example, the English language web page that is reached from the link "What is HEQEC" on its Home page describes Latvia's accreditation procedures and sets out AIKNC's objectives as laid out in its "Statutes". In the Review Panel's view, the information AIKNC makes available on its web site and in its documents does not correspond in spirit to the information suggested in the Guidelines.
144 The provision of clear statements of the roles and responsibilities of the management of AIKNC and those of its Board and Council would assist the public and stakeholders to understand
· the responsibilities of Latvia's higher education institutions and colleges for the quality of the higher education that is provided for students 

· AIKNC's place in Latvia's higher education quality arrangements as an organiser of evaluation services and information. This would enable the public and stakeholders to appreciate better AIKNC's subordinate position vis-a-vis AIP, AIPAK and the Ministry of Education and Science. 

145 The Review Panel recommends that AIKNC should set out its goals and objectives, together with the supporting information that is suggested in the Guidelines linked to this criterion for ENQA membership, in a concise document written for the purpose and published on its web site. 
146 Such a process would also help AIKNC promote wider awareness of the work it undertakes among employers and the general public and its value to Latvia. Moreover, the publication of a mission statement would provide an opportunity for AIKNC to bring its work to the wider attention of the public. This would be a useful addition to the work that representatives of AIKNC (principally the Chairman of the Board) already undertake with media outlets to inform the public in Latvia about higher education matters and how they affect the public interest. 
AIKNC compliance

147 Finding: partial compliance.
4.5 
ENQA criterion 5 / ESG 3.6: Independence

STANDARD:

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

GUIDELINES:

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

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

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

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

Evidence

148 The self-assessment report characterised AIKNC as "an independent organisation, a legal entity with no formal connection with the government or higher education institutions" adding that [AIKNC] "is completely independent in its activities" and that all its "decisions, recommendations, agreements and other documents are prepared by [it] which bears the sole responsibility for all of those".

Independence defined in legislation and regulations

149 The Delegation Agreement signed in October 2010 between the Ministry of Education and Science and AIKNC states that 


"5.1
Regarding the performance of the tasks set out in the present Agreement the Authorised Person is functionally subjected to the Ministry. The Ministry performs supervision of the activities of the Authorised Person related to the performance of the Tasks set out in the present Agreement. The Ministry has the right at any time to demand from the Authorised Person by a written notice information of any type that is related to the performance of Tasks set out in the present Agreement in addition to the accounts, reports and information already determined by the present Agreement. The Authorised Person shall submit in writing to the Ministry all of the required information not later than within 10 (ten) working days upon receipt of such written notice.


"5.2.
The quality of the performance of the Tasks the Ministry evaluates by the following criteria:



5.2.1. efficiency of performance of the tasks;



5.2.2. compliance of the actions of the Authorised Person to the Law on Higher Education Institutions, Regulations and other legislative acts;


"5.3
compliance of the actions of the Authorised Person to the terms and conditions of the present Agreement;


"5.3
evaluation by the Higher Education Council;


"5.4
testimonials of the persons involved in the accreditation process, including those of higher education institutions, colleges, experts and observers".
150 The 2010 Delegation Agreement between the Ministry of Education and Science and AIKNC has a three year term and can be terminated by the parties to the Agreement before that point. There is no information in the Delegation Agreement as to how it might be extended or renewed.

151 Latvia's existing "Law on Higher Education Institutions" does not refer to AIKNC and successive sets of regulations, issued by the Cabinet of Ministers to define the tasks AIKNC is to undertake on behalf of the Ministry of Education and Science do not state that AIKNC is an independent entity.
152 The terms of the Delegation Agreement signed between the Ministry of Education and Science and AIKNC in October 2010 subject AIKNC to much closer supervision by the Ministry than their nearest equivalent predecessor in 1998.
Independence from higher education institutions

153 The founders of AIKNC are the Ministry of Education and Science and five higher education institutions the representatives of which constitute AIKNC's Council. AIKNC accepts nominations of individuals to serve as experts and observers from higher education institutions and colleges and representatives of stakeholders. AIKNC is, however, responsible for identifying which individual experts and observers it recommends to AIPAK and AIP to serve on particular evaluation commissions. AIKNC is also responsible for organising (with the assistance of the higher education institutions hosting evaluations) the work of the evaluation commissions of experts.

Independence of judgement

154 At the end of an evaluation site visit organised by AIKNC the evaluation commission provides its joint report and the questionnaires completed by individual experts to AIKNC, which checks them to see that in each case all sections have been completed. AIKNC does not check the factual accuracy or the amount of detail provided in evaluation reports. 
155 When evaluation reports have been checked by AIKNC it sends reports of programme evaluations to AIPAK for its consideration. Reports of institutional evaluations are likewise checked for completeness and then sent by AIKNC to AIP. Decisions by AIPAK and AIP on the accreditation of programmes and institutions are made by them are sent to the Ministry for approval and are outside the remit of AIKNC.

Analysis

156 At the time of this review AIKNC and the Ministry of Education and Science had recently signed a formal Delegation Agreement assigning the organisation of evaluations of programmes of study and higher education institutions and colleges to AIKNC. As noted above, the agreement states that in the performance of its evaluation functions AIKNC is subordinate to the Ministry.

157 AIPAK and AIP may send incomplete or otherwise inadequate evaluation reports back, via AIKNC, to evaluation commissions for further work. The Review Panel was told that on several occasions observations had been made to AIKNC about the adequacy of some experts' reports. AIP and AIPAK may also take into consideration other information (such as from IKI) or other factors – such as national priorities – when making its recommendations to the Ministry of Education and Science but AIPAK and AIP do not amend the findings of the evaluation reports.
158 In the course of the site visits the Review Panel asked members of AIPAK and AIP how often evaluation reports were found to be inadequate and was told that a limited number of institutional reports had been found to be "poorly focused" and that of the 200 or so programme evaluation reports AIPAK received on average each year from AIKNC five or so might be found to be unsatisfactory. These figures suggested to the Review Panel that in all but a few cases those who receive the evaluation commission reports are satisfied that their contents meet their needs.
159 The Review Panel explored with experts and AIKNC staff the degree to which AIKNC itself is responsible for the findings of the evaluation commissions of experts. The view was expressed that the evaluation commissions rather than AIKNC were responsible for the judgements they reached on the evidence they saw. This was confirmed by AIKNC itself. 

160 The Review Panel welcomes AIKNC's confirmation of the independence of its evaluation commissions, which the evidence the Panel saw supports. The Panel considers, however, that it would not in any way infringe the independent judgement of the evaluation commissions if AIKNC extended the checks it currently makes on draft evaluation reports so that it can identify deficiencies in the focus and coverage of reports before they are sent to AIPAK and AIP and have them remedied by the evaluation commissions. 
161 The Review Panel recommends that AIKNC should adopt a more active approach to the quality control of the joint and individual reports made by evaluation committees and experts in order to ensure greater consistency with AIKNC's specified requirements. The Panel also recommends that AIKNC takes more active editorial responsibility for ensuring that the reports of the evaluation committees meet the needs of a wide range of readers for information.
AIKNC compliance

162 Finding: partial compliance.
4.6 
ENQA Criterion 6 / ESG 3.7: External quality assurance criteria and processes used by AIKNC
STANDARD:

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

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

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

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

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

Guidelines:

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

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

Evidence

Dissemination and promotion of the European Standards and Guidelines in Latvia

163 AIKNC has concluded formal agreements with the Council of Rectors and the Association of Colleges that make clear and extensive references to the need for both external scrutiny arrangements and the internal quality arrangements of higher education institutions and colleges to be consistent with the terms of the European Standards and Guidelines, which in Latvia have been treated as requirements rather than recommendations. A further Collaboration Agreement with the Association of Private Higher Education Institutions was signed in September 2010 but was not available in English for the Review Panel.
Evaluation processes

164 The processes and procedures AIKNC has developed for programme and institutional evaluations are consistent with the standard set out by ENQA and referred to in criterion 6. Hence
· AIKNC's evaluation processes require a self-evaluation report to be produced for the programme or the higher education institution or college undergoing evaluation. Self-evaluation reports are expected to draw on the findings of the institution's internal quality assurance procedures and be approved by the institution's senior management before being submitted to AIKNC
· evaluations are undertaken by commissions of experts with provision for students and employers representatives to participate in the work of the commissions as observers

· evaluation commissions undertake site visits, unaccompanied by AIKNC staff, through which the experts can relate what they have read in the self-evaluation report to the programme as it is delivered, or the institution in the way it operates, and can hold discussions with staff, students and stakeholders

· using standard questionnaires/reporting templates evaluation commissions produce joint reports of their findings; individual experts are required to complete the relevant questionnaire for the evaluation being undertaken, which is provided for the accrediting body in addition to the evaluation commission's joint report

· at the end of a site visit, there are opportunities for the higher education institution hosting the evaluation to receive the evaluation commission's findings and to ask for clarification or to provide further information

· when evaluation reports have been checked by AIKNC sent to AIPAK and AIP for their consideration, representatives of the higher education institutions that are the subject of programme and institutional evaluations respectively have the opportunity to be present and to make observations
· when AIPAK and AIP have completed their consideration of an evaluation commission's report and have made their accreditation decision the decision, the report and the individual questionnaire returns are published on AIKNC's website.
Follow-up procedures
165 Where AIPAK's decision as conveyed to the Ministry of Education and Science for its approval is that a programme should only be accredited for a short period (two years) there is an immediate opportunity for an AIKNC evaluation commission to follow up the findings of its predecessor. Likewise where the evaluation of a higher education institution finds deficiencies there are opportunities for an AIKNC evaluation commission to monitor the institution's progress in addressing the deficiencies.

166 Where an evaluation commission has not found evidence that would lead AIPAK to decide that accreditation should be granted for less than the normal six years AIKNC's procedures do not provide for an interim follow-up to a previous review before the next review takes place. Likewise, where a commission evaluating a higher education institution or college has not found evidence on the basis of which AIP might decide that (subject to Ministry approval) accreditation be withheld or granted with conditions, AIKNC has no procedures for subsequent follow-up.
167 AIKNC's self-assessment report stated that the development of action plans or similar instruments to address the findings of evaluation reports are the responsibility of the relevant higher education institution or college.
Appeal procedures

168 AIKNC has established appeal procedures through which higher education institutions can appeal against the findings of an evaluation. These were provided for the Review Panel as an appendix to the self-assessment report. The possible grounds for an appeal are that AIKNC failed to follow its own procedures or that the composition of the evaluation commission created a conflict of interest with the potential to have affected the outcomes of the evaluation. Appeals on these grounds are dealt with by AIKNC's "Ethics Council" which was expressly established for the purpose.

169 Higher education institutions that wish to appeal against a recommendation that has been made by AIPAK or AIP to the Minister of Education and Science must deal with the relevant body and not with AIKNC as the latter is not responsible for the decisions of these bodies. recommendations.
Consistency with which evaluation procedures are conducted
170 AIKNC seeks to ensure that different programme and institutional evaluation commissions reach consistent findings on similar facts through requiring experts to use standard questionnaires/reporting templates.
Analysis

171 The Review Panel found that the arrangements being operated by AIKNC were wholly consistent with the recommendations of the European Standards and Guidelines (Part II) and ENQA criterion 6 in all areas other than measures to secure consistency in the way programme and institutional evaluation commissions reach their findings. 

172 In the case of programme evaluations the Review Panel found that the joint evaluation reports it saw varied widely in length and in the detail with which particular matters were covered. Questionnaires/reporting templates completed by individual experts also showed that some experts had simply ticked headings, while others had provided notes, commentary, and suggestions for improvement.  The Panel recommends that AIKNC should take measures to improve the consistency with which different evaluation commissions report their findings.

173 One means through which greater consistency might be achieved is through more thorough training for the experts. The self-assessment report stated that experts received training. The Review Panel met many experts in the course of the site visits; it was therefore able to ask them about the training they had received. Among other matters this enabled the Review Panel to form a view on the degree to which experts had been familiarised with the requirements of the European Standards and Guidelines. 
174 Some experts who met the Review Panel during the site visits had been trained more than a decade ago and found it difficult to recall their training; other experts reported that they had been trained by other experts in the course of an evaluation, while some experts could not recall ever having been trained for the evaluation processes they had been called on to undertake. Many experts mentioned that they had received a briefing prior to undertaking an evaluation and that this was often provided by the Chairman of AIKNC.

175 On the basis of the experts' comments the Review Panel recommends that AIKNC should review the training it provides for its experts and ensure that refresher training is periodically provided for experts, including "lead" experts. 
AIKNC compliance

176 Finding: substantial compliance.
4.7 
ENQA Criterion 7 / ESG 3.8: Accountability procedures
STANDARD:

Agencies should have in place procedures for their own accountability.

GUIDELINES:

These procedures are expected to include the following:

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

2. Documentation which demonstrates that:


• 
the agency’s processes and results reflect its mission and goals of quality assurance;

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

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


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

3. 
A mandatory cyclical external review of the agency’s activities at least once every five years.

Evidence

Introduction: Accountability in the Latvian context

177 AIKNC's accountability under Latvia's existing higher education legislation and regulations is set out in detail in the terms of the Delegation Agreement approved by the Ministry of Education and Science in October 2010. Under this agreement AIKNC is directly responsible to the Ministry for performing two tasks that have been delegated to it. The first and largest task is performing key aspects of the administration of Latvia's accreditation procedures and organising evaluations by commissions of experts in support of those accreditation procedures. The second is to "participate in international organisations related to study programme and higher education institution accreditation".
178 Under the Delegation Agreement AIKNC "does not receive any funding from the ministry's state budget" but is financed (as noted earlier) through the fees it charges higher education institutions and colleges for the accreditation and evaluation services it provides. The tasks AIKNC performs under the Delegation Agreement are supervised by the Ministry of Education and Science which can demand written information about how the delegated tasks have been or are being performed at any time. AIKNC is required to provide a retrospective annual written report on its work to the Ministry each year on 1 July.
A published policy for the assurance of the quality of the agency itself, made available on its website. 
179 The Review Panel searched for such a statement on AIKNC's web site. It was unable to find such a statement in Latvian or in English. No other documentary evidence was provided and no oral evidence was made available during the site visits to point the Review Panel to documents consistent with the above description.
Documents to show how AIKNC's processes and results reflect its mission and goals of quality assurance.

180 In its self-assessment report, AIKNC stated that it reported regularly to the Minister of Education and Science, AIP, AIPAK the Council of Rectors and the Association of Colleges. Samples of the reports AIKNC provides to the Ministry and the State Employment Service were provided for the Review Panel. They contained details of the number of accreditations conducted and programmes accredited. AIKNC also confirmed that its accounts were independently audited.  

That AIKNC has in place, and enforces, a no-conflict-of-interest mechanism in the work of its external experts
181 Through written responses to the Review Panel provided by AIKNC before the site visits and in comments by members of AIKNC in meetings during the site visits it was confirmed that AIKNC had established its Ethics Council to assist it to deal with potential and alleged conflicts of interest in the work of its external experts and representations by institutions against the findings of evaluation commissions. 
182 The Review Panel was told that the Ethics Council had been established in 2007-08 and that it had met formally and informally with AIKNC on a number of occasions.
AIKNC has reliable mechanisms that ensure the quality of any activities and material produced by subcontractors, if some or all of the elements in its quality assurance procedure are subcontracted to other parties
183 In the self-assessment report AIKNC directed its comments on this matter to the care it takes in selecting experts and to its conduct of regular internal staff meetings to address the quality of AIKNC's work and outputs.
184 Prior to the site visits AIKNC provided the Review Panel with large volumes of information from its database about the composition of its evaluation commissions that matched the names of individual experts to particular evaluation commissions and reports.
AIKNC has in place internal quality assurance procedures which include 
(i) an internal feedback mechanism (i.e. means to collect feedback from its own staff and council/board)
185 From its analysis of AIKNC's self-assessment report together with information gathered in meetings between the Review Panel, AIKNC staff and members of the Board and Ethics Council the Review Panel came to the view that AIKNC does not formally collect feedback from its staff or its Board and Ethics Council but relies on informal meetings. The self-assessment report stated that on the basis of information collected from these questionnaires AIKNC "makes the required changes to its internal documents".
(ii) an internal reflection mechanism (i.e. means to react to internal and external recommendations for improvement)
186 In its meeting with members of the staff of AIKNC the Review Panel was told that there were frequent informal staff meetings. The self-assessment report stated that the views of staff were given serious attention by AIKNC management. Staff confirmed this statement during the site visits. 
187 The bodies identified as having the capacity to serve as an internal reflection mechanism for AIKNC are its Board and its Ethics Council.
(iii) an external feedback mechanism (i.e. means to collect feedback from experts and reviewed institutions for future development) in order to inform and underpin its own development and improvement.
188 In its self-assessment report AIKNC stated that it regularly collected suggestions for the improvement of its work from higher education institutions, colleges, and experts and provided extensive evidence to support this. 
A mandatory cyclical external review of AIKNC's activities at least once every five years.
189 The self-assessment report provided no indication that AIKNC had undergone an external evaluation by any Latvian body or other body to date. It stated that AIKNC planned to organise regular external evaluation of its activities once and not more than 5 years in order to confirm its status as full member of ENQA. [AIKNC] plans to become a member of European Register of Quality Evaluation Institutions, performing an appropriate evaluation procedure of its activities".
Analysis
A published policy for the assurance of the quality of the agency itself, made available on its website.

190 The information compiled by AIKNC in the self-assessment report to address the matters under this criterion included information about the auditing of AIKNC's accounts, its compliance with labour laws and the provision of health and life insurance for its employees. Other information provided by AIKNC in advance of the site visits took the same position as the self-assessment report. This suggested to the Review Panel that AIKNC viewed its responsibilities for the quality assurance of its own activities and its accountability narrowly, as a matter of complying with statutory labour, financial and other requirements. The absence of a statement by AIKNC of its policy and/or approach for assuring the quality of its own work contributed to the Panel's view.

Documents that show how AIKNC's processes and results reflect its mission and goals of quality assurance.

191 This report has commented elsewhere that AIKNC does not publish a document that sets out its mission and values and how these are translated into the way it conducts its evaluation and other activities. The Review Panel asked AIKNC on several occasions to direct it to documents that would show how AIKNC's processes and their outcomes reflect its mission and goals of quality assurance. The Panel was repeatedly directed to AIKNC's "Statutes" but these do not provide a statement that would help a reader or browser to understand what AIKNC regards as the principles and values underpinning its work. The Panel was subsequently also directed to AIKNC's Code of Ethics but this was not provided in translation for the Panel. The absence of a clear and readily available statement of the principles and values underpinning AIKNC's work seemed to the Review Panel to indicate that AIKNC might take a narrowly inspectoral view of its work that focused on demonstrating low-level compliance with regulations (and advisory documents interpreted as regulations). 
That AIKNC has in place, and enforces, a no-conflict-of-interest mechanism in the work of its external experts

192 In its self-assessment report AIKNC described the establishment of its Ethics Council as way of addressing the difficulties of conflicts of interests. In view of the prominence the self-assessment report gave to the avoidance of conflicts of interest the Review Panel was therefore surprised that the Ethics Council had only met once. The Ethics Council does, however, represent an opportunity for AIKNC to engage on a more conceptual level with the challenges of quality assurance in higher education and there are signs that in its informal meetings with AIKNC this engagement might be taking place.

193 The contributions of foreign experts to the work of AIKNC was widely recognised and welcomed by those who met the Review Panel. Many of these expressed the view that a small country such as Latvia, with a small community of academic and professional educators and administrators, needed to pay careful attention to avoiding conflicts of interest that would put the findings of an evaluation commission in doubt. Many stated that this was one reason for the continuing need to have foreign experts participate in the work of AIKNC, whether as advisers to the Board or as members of evaluation commissions. 
AIKNC has reliable mechanisms that ensure the quality of any activities and material produced by subcontractors, if some or all of the elements in its quality assurance procedure are subcontracted to other parties

194 The Review Panel looked carefully at AIKNC's processes to monitor the quality of the work undertaken by the evaluation commissions and individual experts. In the course of the site visits the Panel also talked to experts, members of AIKNC, and representatives of the bodies that receive evaluation reports from AIKNC. In the self-assessment report AIKNC directed its comments on this matter to the care it takes in selecting experts and to its conduct of regular internal staff meetings to address the quality of AIKNC's work output.
195 Experts who are needed to join an evaluation commission are selected from AIKNC's database primarily with reference to their subject expertise. Proposed evaluation commissions are initially put together by AIKNC staff for the approval of the Chairman. The membership of proposed commissions is then put to AIKNC's Board for approval before being presented to AIP and AIPAK for their endorsement.
196 As noted above, the Review Panel was provided by AIKNC with large volumes of information from its database about the composition of its evaluation commissions that matched the names of individual experts to particular evaluation commissions and reports. This information made it possible for the Review Panel to count the number of times particular experts had undertaken evaluations for AIKNC. 
197 Although it seemed to the Review Panel that only one expert had performed more than 150 evaluations there were other experts who had performed more than 50 evaluations each. In its meetings with members of AIKNC and others during the site visits the Panel asked AIKNC, its Board, and other bodies to comment on these figures; no-one within AIKNC seemed, however, to be aware of the frequency with which a small core of experts was contributing to evaluations. Members of the bodies that make use of the evaluation reports told the Panel, however, that they had commented on this matter in earlier cycles of AIKNC programme evaluations. The bodies that had drawn this particular matter to AIKNC's attention had been under the impression that their concerns had been addressed.
198 Elsewhere in this report it has been noted that some members of bodies that receive AIKNC evaluation reports had commented that, occasionally, a report had had to be returned to the evaluation commission that had produced it for further work and that deficiencies on the part of particular experts had been reported by these bodies to AIKNC. 
199 Discussing both the above matters with AIKNC, the Review Panel was surprised to learn that reports from AIP or AIPAK of deficiencies on the part of particular experts did not appear to bar those experts from being invited to join a subsequent evaluation commission. Having considered the evidence available to it the Panel came to the view that AIKNC did not appear to have considered that the participation of a small core of experts in large numbers of evaluations could be problematic, and that AIKNC had not formally responded (as might have been expected) to reports from its key clients about the quality of the work of some of its experts. The Panel is therefore not confident that AIKNC has reliable mechanisms to assure the quality of work undertaken by its subcontractors, in this case the experts.
AIKNC has in place internal quality assurance procedures which include an internal feedback mechanism (i.e. means to collect feedback from its own staff and council/board)
200 A sample of the questionnaire used for collecting feedback information from the members of evaluation commissions (experts and observers) was provided with the self-assessment report together with AIKNC's own analysis of the 427 completed questionnaires it had received between 1 April 2007 and 1 July 2010.

201 In response to a request for information from the Review Panel before the site visits AIKNC also stated that when members of its staff attended the site visits being conducted by evaluation commissions they took advantage of such opportunities to gather further qualitative feedback information from the experts. AIKNC informed the Panel that it also receives written reports from the observers who participate in the work of the evaluation commissions.

202 As noted elsewhere in this report, higher education institutions hosting evaluations, whether programme evaluations or an institutional evaluation, have the opportunity to respond at the end of a site visit to the evaluation commission's findings. Higher education institutions seeking accreditation also attend the meetings of the relevant accreditation body (AIPAK or AIP) at which the evaluation report(s) are considered.
203 The Review Panel discussed with AIKNC whether it collected feedback from its staff, the Board and the Ethics Council. The Panel was told that feedback information from each constituency was gathered informally.

AIKNC's accountability arrangements

204 As noted above, the evidence provided by AIKNC to demonstrate its accountability referred to the reports of information it makes to the Minister of Education and Science, AIP, AIPAK the Council of Rectors and the Association of Colleges. AIKNC also confirmed that its accounts were independently audited. 

205 The self-assessment report stated that AIKNC's highest governing body is its Board. In AIKNC's statutes its "Board has rights to make any decision regarding the activities of [AIKNC], if it is not in the exclusive competence of some other institution". In AIKNC's Annual Report for 2009 it is stated that the composition of the Council is determined by the Board of AIKNC. This confirms that the Board is the senior body. That view is consistent with AIKNC's Statutes, in which the role of the Council is confined to confirming AIKNC's annual report and receiving its audited accounts.
206 Members of AIKNC's Board elect its Chairman and Vice Chairman from amongst their number. Members of the Board may conclude "work agreements" with AIKNC and receive payments for any work they do for it. 
207 The Chairman of the Board 'administrates' AIKNC. The Chairman's duties include 
· authorising contracts
· representing AIKNC in Latvia and further afield
· representing AIKNC in employment matters such as authorising employment contracts
· setting up bank accounts
· organising quality evaluations for the purposes of accreditation
· consulting higher education institutions on matters relevant to quality evaluation

· ensuring that AIKNC collects publishes and disseminates information about higher education in Latvia and the quality of programmes of study

· maintaining a register of the programmes of study offered by higher education institutions
208 Members of the Board elect the Chairman who is, in effect, AIKNC's chief executive and (under AIKNC's statutes) is the person who authorises payments, including payments to Members of the Board who may be paid for undertaking work for AIKNC. This creates the potential for conflicts of interests.
209 From its discussions with members of AIKNC's Board it appeared to the Review Panel that the Board received and endorsed information provided to it by its Chairman but that the Board did not play an active part in the governance of AIKNC. This view was strengthened when the Panel was told that the Board relied on the Council to ensure AIKNC's accountability (if that was required). 
The effectiveness of AIKNC's accountability arrangements

210 The Review Panel came to the view that the Board is not fully effective as a means for ensuring the accountability of AIKNC and ensuring its strategic direction. The Panel also came to the view that the small group of Founders that originally established AIKNC in 1995-6 should now be widened to include more representatives from Latvian higher education institutions (including the college sector). This would enable the enlargement of AIKNC's Council and, in turn, provide a wider constituency from which members of AIKNC's Board could be appointed.
211 The Review Panel acknowledges that AIKNC is required to organise its affairs to conform with the requirements of Latvia's Associations and Foundations Law but considers that AIKNC's governance arrangements would now benefit from review. The Panel recommends that an independent review be undertaken of AIKNC's governance and accountability arrangements to achieve a clearer separation between the management and administration of AIKNC and its Board and Council. The purpose of such a review should be to propose revisions to AIKNC's Statutes to ensure that, for the future  
· AIKNC's Council is reconstituted and enlarged to be more widely representative of Latvian higher education

· The role of AIKNC's Council includes ensuring that the Board is working effectively and fulfilling its responsibilities

· AIKNC's Board plays a more active part in ensuring AIKNC's overall accountability and determining its strategic direction

· AIKNC's Board includes several members who are independent of any higher education institution or body that makes use of AIKNC's reports or data
· AIKNC's Board is chaired by one of the independent members.
A mandatory cyclical external review of AIKNC's activities at least once every five years.
212 The self-assessment report provided no indication that AIKNC had undergone an external evaluation by any Latvian body or other body to date but stated that AIKNC planned to organise regular external evaluation of its activities every five years in order to confirm its status as a full member of ENQA. According to the self-assessment report there are plans for the five-yearly external evaluations of AIKNC to be undertaken under the authority of AIP. The Review Panel was informed that provision for such a measure was likely to be included in the forthcoming Law on Higher Education.
AIKNC compliance

213 Finding: partial compliance.
6 
CONCLUSION AND DEVELOPMENT 

Overall findings

214 AIKNC is a small organisation that provides technical services. It is charged by Latvia's Ministry of Education and Science with the organisation each year of a large number of evaluations of higher education programmes and with a smaller number of institutional evaluations. Its operations are prescribed by regulations under parliamentary legislation and by the larger framework of Latvia's higher education legislation itself. 

215 Funding for AIKNC comes chiefly from the fees it is allowed by the Ministry of Education and Science to charge the higher education institutions and colleges that are evaluated by the teams of experts AIKNC organises. These fees provide AIKNC with a fluctuating income to pay for the activities it organises and its own administration and development but do not appear to provide it with sufficient resources to enable it to undertake research and development on a continuing basis and to participate to fully in bilateral and multilateral projects.
216 Members of AIKNC (chiefly, the Chairman of the Board) have participated in bilateral and multilateral projects to date to the extent permitted by AIKNC's heavy programme of evaluations. Since the fees from these evaluations are AIKNC's principal source of income AIKNC is right to make their management its first priority. That AIKNC has achieved as much as it has in the way of participation in bilateral and multilateral projects should be cause for congratulation.
217 AIKNC's present circumstances, in which it has constrained financial resources, a small (though able) core administrative staff, and needs to manage a large programme of evaluations, limit its ability to take full benefit from its present membership of multilateral organisations such as ENQA. These organisations and the other networks to which AIKNC belongs offer opportunities – through meetings and expert groups – for exchanges of good practice with other agencies. Such exchanges would enhance AIKNC's capacity to assess what it needs to do (and what Latvian higher education institutions need to do) to keep up with the rapid developments in national and transnational higher education that the Bologna process is driving forward. Equally, AIKNC's more active participation in organisations such as ENQA would enable it to share its particular experiences of organising higher education evaluations in a small country with other agencies that would find them highly relevant to their needs.
218 AIKNC has worked hard to alert policy makers, academics, and administrators across Latvian higher education to the significance of the European Standards and Guidelines for Latvia's capacity to participate in EHEA projects and initiatives within the Bologna process. Within Latvia, AIKNC has publicised the ESG, ECTS, and the Framework for Qualifications of the European Higher Education Area. This work has been taken forward by AIKNC to an extent under its own initiative and from its own small budget. It deserves wider recognition.

219 As a small service organisation, much of AIKNC's quality assurance of its own activities is informal and may not always be as effective as it should be. For any organisation involved in the external evaluation of quality, however, it cannot be right to refuse to apply to itself the principles of quality assurance that it helps to enforce on others. Equally, for a small organisation with constrained resources there will always be a temptation to see the development of strategies, policies, and forward planning as activities that divert attention from more immediate priorities. Without such activities, however, AIKNC may not be able to provide those to whom it reports with a convincing justification for expanding its remit or continuing its work at the present level.
220 AIKNC provides information to many bodies: to its Board, its Council, to AIP and AIPAK, to the Ministry of Education and Science and to a wide range of state and other bodies. Under the recent Delegation Agreement AIKNC has signed with the Ministry of Education and Science it is functionally subordinate to the Ministry and answerable to it for the work it undertakes in organising evaluations and supporting accreditation processes.
221 In the light of the documentary and oral evidence considered by it, the Review Panel is of the opinion that, in the performance of its functions, AIKNC is not fully compliant with the ENQA Membership Provisions.

222 The criteria where full compliance have not been achieved are

· ENQA criterion 1a / ESG Part 2: External quality assurance processes
[Substantial compliance]
· ENQA criterion 3 / ESG 3.4: Resources
[Partial compliance]

· ENQA criterion 4 / ESG 3.5: Mission statement
[Partial compliance]

· ENQA criterion 5 / ESG 3.6: Independence
[Partial compliance]

· ENQA Criterion 6 / ESG 3.7: External quality assurance criteria and processes used by the members
[Substantial compliance]

· ENQA Criterion 7 / ESG 3.8: Accountability procedures
[Partial compliance]

AIKNC is recommended to take appropriate action, so far as it is empowered to do so, to achieve full compliance with these criteria at the earliest opportunity.

6.1 
RECOMMENDATIONS

223 As a result of this external review the Review Panel's recommendations are as follows

· That all parties, including AIKNC, should work strenuously to resolve any legal obstacles arising from AIKNC's statutes, in order to make it possible for the Ministry of Education and Science to establish formal relations with AIKNC more readily [paragraph 122]

· recommends that all parties in Latvia with an interest in the quality evaluation and assurance of higher education should work to provide a stable operating environment for the conduct of evaluations of programmes and institutions and adequate resources for necessary research and development activities and for international activities [paragraph 138]

· That AIKNC should investigate what improvements in its management, strategic, and quality arrangements would be required to enable it to bid for external project funds [paragraph 139]

· That AIKNC should set out its goals and objectives, together with the supporting information that is suggested in the Guidelines linked to ENQA Criterion 4 in a concise document, written for the purpose and published on its web site [paragraph 145]

· That AIKNC should adopt a more active approach to the quality control of the joint and individual reports made by evaluation committees and experts in order to ensure greater consistency with AIKNC's own requirements [paragraph 161]

· That AIKNC should take more active editorial responsibility for ensuring that the reports of the evaluation committees meet the needs of their readers for information [paragraph 161]

· That AIKNC should take measures to improve the consistency with which different evaluation commissions report their findings [paragraph 172]

· That AIKNC should review the training it provides for its experts (and observers) and ensure that refresher training is periodically provided for experts, including "lead" experts [paragraph 175]

· That there should be an independent review of AIKNC's accountability and governance arrangements in order to achieve a clearer separation between the management and administration of AIKNC and its Board. The purpose of such a review should be to make recommendations that will ensure that 
· AIKNC's Council is reconstituted and enlarged to be more widely representative of Latvian higher education institutions (including the college sector)
· The role of AIKNC's Council includes checking that the Board is working effectively and fulfilling its responsibilities

· AIKNC's Board plays a more active part in ensuring AIKNC's overall accountability and determining its strategic direction

· AIKNC's Board includes several members who are independent of any higher education institution or body that makes use of AIKNC's reports or data

· AIKNC's Board is chaired by one of the independent members. [paragraph 211]

ANNEX 1. Schedule of meetings

	Wednesday 6 October. At LDDK offices

	Day/date; time and place
	Meeting with (title, name, position, employer or group represented)

	13:05-13:50


	Deputy director of Higher Education Department, Ministry of Education and Science

	13:50-14:30
	Director General of LDDK

	14:00-14:40
	Meeting with employers: Metal industry; Wood industry; Food industry; Electronic industry


	Thursday 7 October. At AIKNC/HEQEC offices

	9.00-9.45
	Chairman of the Board of AIKNC

	10.00-10.45
	Members of the Board of AIKNC

	11.00-11.45
	Members of AIKNC Ethics Council

	12.00-12.45
	Staff of AIKNC

	13.30-14.3
	AIKNC experts (members of evaluation commissions)

	14.45-15.30
	Members of the Higher Education Council of Latvia

	15.45-16.30
	Officials of the Ministry of Education and Science Higher Education Department

	16.45-17.30
	Members of AIPAK and AIP

	17.45-18.30
	Chairman of the Board of AIKNC/HEQEC


	Friday 8 October. All meetings at AIKNC/HEQEC offices

	09.00-09.45
	Representatives of Latvian Rectors' Council

	10.00-10.45
	Meeting with representatives of publicly and privately owned Colleges

	11.00-11.45
	Representatives of publicly and privately owned higher education institutions

	12.00-12.45
	Members of Latvian Students' Union

	13.30-14.15
	Experts who have been members of institutional evaluation commissions

	14.30-15.30
	Chairman of AIKNC

	15.30-18.00
	Review Panel private meeting
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1 Republic of Latvia Cabinet of Ministers, Regulation No. 370 "Accreditation Regulations for Higher Educational Establishments", 28 November 1995.
2 Republic of Latvia "Law on Institutions of Higher Education" (1995 as amended 1996; 2000; 2003; 2004 [January and June]; and 2006).
3 "Agreement on Collaboration in Accreditation of Higher Education Institutions and study programmes" [between the Ministry of Education and Science and AIKNC], 7 April 1998.

4 "Agreement on Collaboration in Accreditation of Higher Education Institutions and study programmes" 7 April 1998, Cabinet of Ministers, 1-33-26.
5 AIKNC Evaluation report. Latvian Maritime Academy (LMA) professional study programs “Navigation”, “Ship Engineering”, “Ship’s Electric Automation”, “Port Management”& Institution as a whole, 25 June 2001.
6 Republic of Latvia Cabinet of Ministers, Regulation No. 442 "Rules for Accreditation of Higher Education Institutions and Study Programmes", 16 October 2001.
7 Application for Full Membership of ENQA, AIKNC, 2002.
8 AIKNC Evaluation report. The Evaluation of the International Higher School of Practical Psychology (Riga, Latvia) Joint Report, 2003-04.
9 Andrejs Rauhvargers, "Latvia: Completion of the First Accreditation Round" in Schwarz, S., and Westerheijden D.F., Accreditation and Evaluation in the European Higher Education area. Kluwer, Amsterdam, 2004. pp. 275-298.

10 Republic of Latvia "Law on Associations and Foundations" (2004, amended 2006, 2010).
11 Structure and Development of the Higher Education Quality Evaluation System in Latvia, May 2004.
12 "Use of Standards in Education", Dr Juris Dzelme, May 2004.
13 "'Curriculum development for external quality assessment experts training' (CD EQATE)". Leonardo Da Vinci Project Number LT/03/B/F/PP-171005, 2005.
14 AIKNC Evaluation report. University of Latvia (LU) Faculty of History and Philosophy Joint Report to the Latvian Accreditation Commission on the Second Level Higher Professional Education Studies Programme "Tourist Guide" December, 2005.
15 AIKNC Evaluation report. Evaluation Report on The Higher School of Psychology, Riga, Latvia, July 2006.
16 Republic of Latvia Cabinet of Ministers, Regulation No. 821 "Procedure of Accreditation of Higher Education Institutions, Colleges and Higher Education Programmes", 3 October 2006

17 AIKNC Evaluation report. Evaluation of the Master's Program of Professional Higher Education in International Project Administration at the Latvian University of Agriculture Faculty of Social Sciences in Jelgava November 2007.
18 AIKNC Evaluation report. Riga Technical University Faculty of Engineering Economics Professional Bachelor Study programs "Entrepreneurship and management", “Human Resource management”, “Business logistics” and Master study program “Finances of Entrepreneurship” Final Evaluation Report of the Joint Commission October 2008.
19 Central Statistical Bureau of Latvia (CSB), Statistical Yearbook of Latvia 2009, p.121, and Monthly Bulletin of Latvian Statistics.
20 "Collaboration Agreement for Organization of Evaluation and Accreditation of Colleges and their Study Programmes", 1 April 2009.[Agreement between AIKNC and the Association of Colleges].
21 Submission to the Department of Higher Education of the Ministry of Education and Science About the publication of information, AIKNC, 7 May 2009

22 "Agreement on observance of standards and guidelines for quality assurance in European Higher Education Area", 19 June 2009. [Agreement between AIKNC and the Council of Rectors].
23 Republic of Latvia Cabinet of Ministers, Regulation No. 995 "Price list for the Paid Services Provided by the Ministry of Education And Science" 25 August 2009.
24 Summary of the project of Cabinet of Ministers (CM) Regulations "On the price list of the Ministry of Education and Science" (adopted as CM Regulations Nr. 955 on 25 August 2009.

25 ENQA, Guidelines for external reviews of Quality Assurance Agency's in the European Higher Education Area.

26 Submission to the Head of the Administration of Studies and Research of the Ministry of Education and Science, Dr Jānis Ķirsons, comparing key features of study programmes aboroad with similar programmes in Latvia for rthe purpose of granting academic credit. 23 September 2009.
27 About the possibilities to study in HEI of Latvia.
28 AIKNC Evaluation report. Final report On evaluation of academic master study programme "Biomedicine" Riga Stradins University, 12-13. November 2009.
29 "Higher Education Fact Sheet", Ministry of Education and Science, 2010.
30 AIKNC Evaluation report. Joint report of the evaluation commission on the IHSPP Professional Bachelor study program “Practical Psychology”, 2010.
31 Submission by AIKNC of information to the Ministry of Education and Science about the evaluation and accreditation of higher education institutions and their study programmes. Letter dated 15 January 2010, appendix 1 – information about financing of accreditation in 2009 (higher education institutions; agreements; agreed sums; advance payments; full payments; other relevant data, 8 pp, appendix 2 – information about financing of accreditation (as in appendix 1 of letter on 15.01.2010). appendix 2 – list of total accredited programs as to 15.01.10.
32 Submission by AIKNC of information to the Ministry of Education and Science about the evaluation and accreditation of higher education institutions and their study programmes. Letter dated 27 January 2010, includes appendix providing the complete results of accreditation in 2009.
33 Submission by AIKNC of information to the Ministry of Education and Science about the evaluation and accreditation of higher education institutions and their study programmes. Letter dated 1 February 2010; appendix showing the study programmes that are to be accredited in 2010.
34 AIKNC Submission to the To the Ministry of Education and Science about the "Plan for the reforms in higher education and science for the year 2010 – 2012", AIKNC, 17 February 2010.
35 Action plan of the Board of the Foundation "Higher Education Quality Evaluation Centre for 2010. Tasks to be solved in 2010". Approved by HEQEC Board meeting on 10 March 2010.
36 Directions of activities of the Board of the Foundation “Higher Education Quality Evaluation Centre”. Approved by HEQEC Board meeting on 21 September 2009, revised HEQEC Board meeting on 10 March 2010.

37 Foundation “Higher Education Quality Evaluation Centre” The general work agreement, Riga June 2010.
38 FOUNDATION “HIGHER EDUCATION QUALITY EVALUATION CENTRE” (Nodibinājums „AUGSTĀKĀS IZGLĪTĪBAS KVALITĀTES NOVĒRTĒŠANAS CENTRS” (AIKNC)) (registration number in the Republic of Latvia Register of Enterprises LV50003239391) SELF-ASSESSMENT REPORT.
39 "An overview of outcomes based assessment in the field of technical and vocational training – best practices – aid to education institutions prepare for accreditation". Dr Juris Dzelme, presentation to seminar on the "Quality Assurance and Accreditation of Education and Vocational Training", Cairo, 16 June 2010. 
40 ENQA, letter to LDDK, 19 July 2010.

41 Submission by AIKNC of information to the State Agency of Employment about study programmes. Appendix, list of accredited programmes. 27 July 2010.
42 LDDK letter to ENQA, 20 September 2010.
43 Submission of information to the Administration of Studies and Research of the Ministry of Education and Science about the list of study programmes. Letters and four appendices – lists of programmes accredited at the current meetings of AIPAK, dated 5 October 2010.
44 Submission by AIKNC of information to the Ministry of Education and Science about the evaluation and accreditation of higher education institutions and their study programmes. Letter dated 5 October 2010, appendix 1 – total results of accreditation in 2010.

45 Submission by AIKNC of information to the State Agency of Employment about accredited higher education study programs. Appendix – list of programmes that were accredited at two meetings of accreditation commission.

46 "Delegation Agreement between the Ministry of Education and Science, Republic of Latvia, and the foundation 'Higher Education Quality Evaluation Centre' represented by its Chairman of the Board Juris Dzelme", October 2010.
47 FOUNDATION “HIGHER EDUCATION QUALITY EVALUATION CENTRE” (Nodibinājums „AUGSTĀKĀS IZGLĪTĪBAS KVALITĀTES NOVĒRTĒŠANAS CENTRS” (AIKNC)) (registration number in the Republic of Latvia Register of Enterprises LV50003239391) ANNUAL REPORT OF 2009, 2010.
48 "Evaluation and accreditation of Informatics in Latvia", Juris Dzelme, nd.
49 "Short guidelines for Evaluation Commission members", AIKNC, nd.

50 Two sided leaflet for potential students. "What you should know about study programmes" (one side); "What you should know about higher education institutions" (other side), AIKNC, nd.
