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Report of the panel of the external review of the Finnish
Higher Education Evaluation Council (FINHEEC)
This is the report of the review of the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation
Council (FINHEEC) undertaken in May 2010 for the purpose of
determining whether the agency meets the criteria for Full membership of
the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education
(ENQA). The membership provisions are listed in Appendix 6.5 to the
report.
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Background and outline of the review process

ENQA’s regulations require all Full member agencies to undergo an
external cyclical review, at least once every five years, in order to verify
that they fulfil the membership provisions. 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.
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 an 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.
The external review of FINHEEC was conducted in line with the process
described in the Guidelines for external reviews of quality assurance
agencies in the European Higher Education Area and in accordance with
the timeline set out in the Terms of Reference.
The review panel for the external review of FINHEEC was composed of the
following members:
Jon Haakstad, Norway, (Chairman)
Peter Findlay, UK, (Secretary)
Tia Loukkola, Belgium
Maria Helena Nazaré, EUA nomination
Christian Schneijderberg, ESU nomination
FINHEEC produced a self-evaluation report (March 2010) which helpfully
provided a background to the work of the Agency, and discussed in detail
its compliance with the ENQA criteria and the ESG. The self-evaluation
report (SER) was developed by the Agency’s Secretariat and approved
formally by its Council. The SER and accompanying documentation
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submitted by FINHEEC provided a substantial portion of the evidence that
the panel used to form its conclusions. The panel conducted a site-visit to
validate fully the self-evaluation and clarify any points at issue. Finally,
the review panel produced the present final report on the basis of the selfevaluation report, site-visit and its findings. In doing so it provided an
opportunity for FINHEEC to comment on the factual accuracy of the draft
report. The review panel confirms that it was given access to all
documents and people it wished to consult throughout the review.
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Glossary

ECTS: European Credit Transfer and Accumulation System
EHEA : European Higher Education Area
ENQA: European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education
ESG: Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European
Higher Education Area, ENQA 2009
FINHEEC; the Council: the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council
HEI: Higher Education Institution
QA: Quality assurance
UAS: Finnish Universities of Applied Sciences
SER: The self-evaluation report submitted by FINHEEC to ENQA:
External Review of Finnish Higher Education Council, Self-evaluation
report, March 2010
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Introduction

3.1

Higher Education in Finland

The Finnish HE system consists of two parallel sectors: universities and
universities of applied sciences (UAS). Finland is strongly committed to
participation in the EHEA and reformed the higher education awards
framework and degree structures in 2005, introducing a strategy for the
internationalisation of its higher education institutions for 2009-2015.
Universities confer Bachelor’s, Master’s and Doctoral degrees; UAS also
confer degree awards. All awards carry ECTS credits. Research degrees
are to a large extent conducted at doctoral schools. These are supported
by the Academy of Finland, which also carries out peer review assessment
of research performance.
Universities and UAS receive most of their funding from the Finnish
government. Resources granted consist of core funding and performancebased funding. Research is largely funded through the Academy of
Finland. In addition, there are also other public and private funding sources.
HEI activities are governed by performance agreements signed with the
Ministry of Education and Culture, following assessment and performance
negotiations. Performance of universities and UAS is monitored and
steered through the maintenance of statistical databases maintained by
the Ministry of Education, covering a wide range of performance
indicators.
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This is a period of rapid change in higher education in Finland. The most
recent legislation on higher education is the Universities Act (588/2009),
which sets out the functions, organisation, governance, and operational
framework for universities. A number of institutions were merged. The Act
extends the autonomy of universities by giving them independent legal
status, greater financial autonomy and responsibility for human resources,
changing the contractual position of university staff from civil servants to
employees of the institution. The Act includes reference to the evaluation
of university activities, at Section 47. This also refers to the continuing
status and authority of FINHEEC; a subsequent associated governmental
decree gives a detailed specification for the work of the Evaluation Council
(see Appendix, 6.3).
3.2 The quality assurance framework in the Finnish HE system
and the work of FINHEEC
3.2.1 The national quality assurance framework
The SER explained that the overall framework for quality assurance in
Finnish HEIs is distributed between three main players. Institutions have
the key responsibility for the quality of education, research and outreach
work; it is their responsibility to establish effective quality assurance
systems which are appropriate to the institutional context. The Ministry of
Education deploys performance-based quantitative funding, informed by
its databases and the quantitative data derived from them. The role of
FINHEEC is to provide a qualitative external dimension which will
complement and enrich the quantitative assessment carried out by the
Ministry; it does this by assisting higher education institutions in the
development of quality assurance systems and by identifying excellence
and good practice across the HE sector.
3.2.2 The constitution of FINHEEC
FINHEEC was founded in 1996, succeeding the Finnish Higher Education
Council (1966-1996). From the first, it was established with the intention
to separate evaluation of higher education from the Ministry and economic
decision-making. The central decision-making body is the Evaluation
Council (the Council), of which the 12 members are selected for a fouryear term of office. The appointment is made by the Ministry of Education,
following nomination from universities, UAS and Students’ Unions;
representatives of the world of work are also appointed. The Council also
includes one Swedish-speaking member. The constitution of the Council
provides for equal opportunity considerations to be taken into account.
The Council independently elects its Chair and Vice-Chair. The work and
decisions of the Council are implemented on a day-to-day basis by an 11member Secretariat which is led by the Secretary General. The
constitution and terms of reference of the Council are laid down in
Government Decree.
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3.2.3 The work of FINHEEC
The initial work of FINHEEC was concerned with the development of
quality assurance and evaluation within HEIs, providing consultancy and
training for institutional evaluation. It has consistently maintained the aim
of enhancement-led quality assurance. In the late 1990s, FINHEEC carried
out evaluations of selected areas of university activity at the request of
the institution. It also made recommendations on the accreditation of the
newly established universities of applied sciences. Since 2004 FINHEEC
has worked in three main fields: audits of quality assurance systems;
evaluations for Centres of Excellence and thematic evaluations. In
addition, its role has been to promote and communicate good practice in
quality assurance matters through benchmarking activity, through
national and international networking, and through close co-operation
with stakeholder groups such as the Rectors’ Conferences from the two
sectors, and Students’ Unions. The main goal of the Council is to support
the development of the quality of Finnish higher education and its
international competitiveness. FINHEEC’s work follows clearly established
aims and principles, which flow from its mission. The most important of
these are: independence of action; an enhancement led approach to
evaluation which engenders ongoing institutional development;
international bridge-building; and proactive influencing within the
European context.
FINHEEC conducts thematic evaluations (for instance in relation to
doctoral-level study) or discipline-based evaluations in significant, rapidly
developing or problematic subject areas. These may be commissioned by
the Ministry of Education and result in sector-wide reports.
FINHEEC carries out evaluations of higher education ‘centres of excellence’
which are conducted separately across the university and UAS sectors.
FINHEEC identifies excellent provision and communicates relevant
information to the Ministry for each performance agreement period. This is
then taken into account in funding decisions. These evaluations also
contribute to benchmarking and sharing of good practice between
institutions. The ENQA review panel was provided with the FINHEEC report
Centres of Excellence in Finnish University Education 2010-2012 (March
2009); this provides a summative overview of the excellence in selected
institutions for the period 2010-2012. It shows good evidence of a
systematic and supportive method of enquiry, and records a range of
good practice examples.
FINHEEC carries out periodic audits of the quality assurance systems of
institutions. The audit methodology is described in the Audit Manual. In
2010, the first round of audits and re-audits was still in progress, and the
second cycle of audits (for 2012 onwards) was in the planning stages. It is
the audit activity that will be examined in detail in this report, as it is that
work which contributes most directly to the fulfilment of the ESG (see
4.1.1 below). However, it should be borne in mind that FINHEEC’s full
range of activities extends considerably further, and embraces a range of
other evaluative, support and enhancement functions. These include, in
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addition to those already outlined, the development of evaluation
methodology, training provision, and publication and information services.
3.3

ENQA membership

FINHEEC is a full and active member of ENQA and the current review’s
recommendations are intended to inform the renewal of membership. The
mission of FINHEEC includes the specific clause that it should ‘participate
in international evaluation activities’. The ESG can be seen implicitly to
inform and underlie much of the Council’s work. FINHEEC builds and
maintains links with evaluation organisations and networks in other
countries, and serves consciously as a ‘bridge-builder’ between national
HE institution and those within the EHEA (see also paragraphs 4.1.1 and
4.8 below).
3.4

The review process

FINHEEC produced a self-evaluation report (March 2010) (SER) which
helpfully provided a background to the work of the Agency, and discussed
in detail its compliance with the individual ENQA criteria and the
expectation of the ESG Part 3. The evaluation was developed by the
Agency’s Secretariat and approved formally by its Council.
The review panel conducted a site-visit on May 3-4, 2010 to validate fully
the self-evaluation and clarify any points at issue (see Appendix 6.2 for
the site visit programme). In the course of the visit, the panel met with
representatives of the Ministry of Education and Culture, with members of
the Council, members of the Secretariat, representatives of higher
education institutions and Students’ Unions, with former evaluation group
members who had taken part in FINHEEC evaluations, and with a number
of other stakeholders. The panel much appreciated the readiness of the
FINHEEC Secretariat to make the necessary arrangements for the
interviews, and the ready response to requests for additional information
and documentation.
Finally, the review panel produced the present final report on the basis of
the self-evaluation report, the site-visit and its findings. In doing so it
provided an opportunity for FINHEEC to comment on the factual accuracy
of the draft report. The review panel confirms that it was given access to
all documents and all those persons whom it wished to consult,
throughout the review process.
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Findings

4.1

ENQA criterion 1

4.1.1

ENQA Criterion
assurance processes

1/

ESG

Part

2

External

quality

The criterion refers to Part 2 of the ESG, which itself includes, as its first
standard, reference to Part 1. The panel understands this to mean that
the external agency should concern itself in its work with the institutional
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implementation of the standards and guidelines contained in Part 1 of the
ESG.
The expectations of the ESG under Part 2 are therefore now considered.
[ESG 2.1] External quality assurance
The review panel examined the specification of the audit in the Audit
Manual for 2008-2011 (2009), and discussed implementation with
FINHEEC officers, with institutions and with audit group members. The
Audit Manual describes the processes and procedures for audit, and its
Appendix gives a list of audit criteria which are intended to guide the audit
group in its work. The panel also read a number of audit reports and
considered the overview of audit outcomes produced by FINHEEC.
FINHEEC conducts external audits of the operation of quality assurance
systems in HEIs. The audit methodology operated by FINHEEC is fully
described in the Audit Manual, which develops and revises the model first
introduced in 2005. The Audit Manual refers to the ESG as providing the
basis for the FINHEEC audit model.
The main target of the FINHEEC audit is the QA system developed by each
institution, starting from its own premises and objectives. FINHEEC states
that the audit assesses the comprehensiveness, performance,
transparency and effectiveness of the QA system, and the way in which its
operation is monitored and developed by the institution. Thus both the
audit group enquiry and the subsequent audit report focus on the
individual institutional quality assurance system and the extent to which it
is effective in operation. The audit approach is therefore tailored towards
individual institutional systems, and may consequently vary from one
institution to another with regard to the detailed focus of enquiry.
The scope of the audit has a broad focus on the quality system and quality
management, giving a number of specified ‘targets’ which in addition to
the assurance of academic provision (included under ‘degree education’)
includes, for instance, strategic management, quality assurance of
research, and impact on society and regional development.
The audit evaluation is supported by explicit criteria, which describe the
characteristics of each main target field under the headings for four
development stages: - ‘absent’, ‘emerging’, ‘developing’, and ‘advanced’.
Audits are conducted by an audit group, appointed by FINHEEC and
composed of five members, three peers from higher education
institutions, a student representative and a ‘working life’ representative.
Auditors are trained in a general one day session, and also fully briefed for
each individual audit in preparatory meetings.
The audit process is governed by a registration and institutional
agreement procedure, and follows the broadly conventional pattern of
submission with self-evaluation, a preparatory meeting, the site visit,
followed by draft and final versions of the report, publication and
feedback. The institution is expected to submit documentation relating to
the quality procedures in action, which will include the institutional quality
manual, a description of the QA system, a SWOT analysis of the system,
and samples to illustrate the operation of the system in practice.
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The recommendation of the panel, arising from the audit, is either ‘pass’
or ‘re-audit’; a pass may be proposed if all audit targets meet the
‘emerging’ standard in the criteria and the QA system as a whole is judged
by the panel to be at the ‘developing’ standard. Should a re-audit be
proposed and confirmed by the Council, then the institution enters
consultation with FINHEEC and the timetable and agreed essential
development needs development plan for the re-audit are agreed.
The review panel considered the extent to which the audit criteria and the
audit process were aligned with the ESG standards. It found that, in line
with the character of the FINHEEC audit model, the criteria were at a
general level, and focused mainly on broad quality management aspects
and the operation of the institutional quality assurance system as a whole.
The panel recognised the value of the flexible and enhancement-led
approach, but found that it did not include explicit advice relating to some
of the individual ESG standards. Thus for instance, while the internal
quality assurance of support services and resources, and staffing and staff
development, was clearly included in the criteria, there was no direct
mention of the assurance of learning and teaching, programme approval
procedures, monitoring and review of programmes, or of the management
of assessment.
The review panel was partly reassured in this respect by its discussions
with FINHEEC and with representatives of institutions, which suggested to
the panel that there was an implicit understanding that all aspects
identified in the ESG standards were essential to an effective quality
assurance system, and would therefore naturally be expected to form part
of an institutional audit. Nevertheless, reading of audit reports suggested
to the panel that the extent to which the ESG Part 1 standards for
institutional quality assurance had been addressed during the process was
indeed variable. It was therefore difficult to find consistent evidence that
all the relevant ESG standards had been integrated into the external
quality assurance processes applied by FINHEEC.
The panel concluded from discussions with audit group members and
institutional representatives that it was likely that institutions did in fact
routinely address the expected quality assurance procedures laid down in
ESG Part 1. The panel also accepted from its reading of reports that these
procedures were included to an extent in the overview of institutional
processes that was taken during a FINHEEC audit, at least at a superficial
level. However, the panel also considered that neither of these implicit
expectations was made sufficiently explicit in the Council’s documentation.
In the view of the panel, the Audit Manual needed to express more
transparently and clearly the expectation that the criteria laid down in the
standards of the ESG part 1 would be included in institutional systems,
and audited by FINHEEC.
The panel therefore recommends that as it carries out its review of the
audit method in preparation for the forthcoming ‘second round’ of audits
(from 2012), FINHEEC make explicit reference within its audit criteria to
the ESG on the expected components of internal quality assurance, and
their evaluation, as laid down Part 1 and Part 2 of the ESG.
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The panel considered that the requirements of the standard ESG 2.1 were
partially met.
[ESG 2.2] Development of processes
The panel was provided with evidence of careful and thorough
development of the processes adopted by FINHEEC. This had included:
policy decisions relating to the distribution of formal responsibilities
between institutions, the Ministry, and the Agency; extensive consultation
with stakeholders including a major seminar; piloting and revision of the
Audit Manual; a self-evaluation reviewing the operation of audits and
audit outcomes, and ongoing review discussions in the FINHEEC Council.
The panel was satisfied that the requirements of the standard were fully
met.
[ESG 2.3]
Criteria for decisions
All decisions are based on clear criteria published in the Audit Manual.
These provide guidance on the assignment of grades for different aspects
of the audit and on the overall weighting of grades leading to a decision.
Recommendations from the audit group are evidence-based and checked
by officers of the FINHEEC Secretariat. The final decision lies with the
FINHEEC Council. The Council receives the written report of the audit
group, with an oral report from the chair of the group, and an opportunity
is provided at the Council meeting for members to ask questions and
clarify particular issues arising from the report. The Council provides for
consistency of judgement. Consistency is also supported by audit training
for all audit groups.
The panel was satisfied that the requirements of the standard were fully
met.
[2.4] Processes fit for purpose
The panel reviewed the processes for managing and implementing the
audits carried out by FINHEEC. It was able to confirm that:
- Audit groups are appointed formally by the FINHEEC Council
- Experts who are members of the audit group must meet relevant
stated criteria, which include appropriate knowledge, experience
and skills
- The audit group includes a student members and a member
representing employer stakeholders
- Training of the audit group is arranged
- The model for the audit (as described above under ESG 2.1) follows
broadly the pattern described in the ESG i.e. presentation of
evidence / site visit / draft report / published report / follow up
The panel noted that, rather than a full self-evaluation, institutions were
asked to present for the purposes of the audit authentic material from the
institutional system, providing examples and evidence together with a
brief SWOT commentary, so that the audit group can gain a picture of the
organisation and the operation of its quality assurance system. The panel
considered that this was an acceptable equivalent to a formal selfevaluation document.
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The panel observed that there was a level of ambivalence within
FINHEEC’s procedures regarding the use of international experts. These
procedures provide that HEIs may have a choice of a national or
international audit group. Normally only an international group would
include international experts. The majority of audits conducted to date
have been through a nationally-based audit group (17 of the 19 conducted
up to 2008) and therefore some of these may not strictly have met the
relevant ESG guideline relating to international membership. In some
audits it had been possible to use Swedish audit group members. In
discussion it became clear that the alternative would be to conduct the
audit in English, but because the audit materials reviewed by the panel
would normally be in the Finnish language, the translation demands would
be considerable to provide materials for an international group. In
general, institutions also naturally preferred to conduct the audit in
Finnish, particularly during this first cycle of audits. The panel
acknowledged that it would be challenging to recruit Finnish speaking
international experts. The panel was told that FINHEEC expected to have
more international audit groups in the next round of audits, when there
was greater familiarity with the process.
Notwithstanding these points, the panel considered that it would be
possible and highly desirable to strengthen the international dimension
within the FINHEEC processes. International members could be included
within the Council. The relevant Government decree (see Appendix 6.3,
below) provides for the establishment of an international advisory body or
consultative committee, but this had not yet been established. A small
number of Finnish-speaking international experts might be identified who
could form a pool to draw upon for membership of audit groups.
Furthermore, it should be noted that audit groups could consist of a
mixture of national and international experts and thus the national experts
could check the material that is not available in English. During the visit
the panel formed the view that conducting the site visits in English should
not normally pose a problem, considering the high level of knowledge of
English. In taking these views, the review panel was mindful of the value
of making national quality assurance systems accessible and open to
discussion within an international forum, and the possible disadvantages
that could arise from too great a level of national isolation.
The panel therefore recommends that FINHEEC give continuing attention
to the question of international expert participation in its processes,
including consideration of international membership of the Council and the
establishment of the proposed international advisory committee.
Overall, the review panel found that FINHEEC substantially met the
requirements of the standard.
[2.5] Reporting
The panel read a number of FINHEEC audit reports on institutions, both in
English and in Finnish.
It was confirmed that the reports follow a clear structure, in accordance
with the ESG guidance. The audit reports include a full description of the
audit process, an account of the institutional quality assurance system,
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audit findings listed under aims, and conclusions with a recommendation
relating to the judgement of the audit. FINHEEC publishes all its reports in
full on its website. The majority of reports are printed and distributed to
relevant stakeholders. A summary abstract is also published in Finnish,
Swedish and English for each report.
The panel was satisfied that the requirements of the standard were fully
met.
[2.6] Follow-up procedures
As described above, FINHEEC audits result in a judgement that the quality
assurance system should pass, with the consequent award of an audit
certificate, or that it should be re-audited. A re-audit takes place two
years after the audit, and focuses on identified recommendations for
improvement. For institutions which pass, a collective follow-up seminar
with open participation is held.
The panel reviewed reports on re-audit, together with accounts of the
follow-up seminars.
For institutions that pass the audit, there are clear follow-up procedures.
Three years after the audit, the institution is asked to prepare a short selfevaluation follow-up report, outlining actions taken and developments
since the audit. This report is then submitted for discussion at a collective
seminar, which all institutions audited at that point in the cycle attend and
exchange reports, identifying matters of common interest in the
development of their quality assurance systems, and to share good
practice. These follow-up seminars, organised by FINHEEC, take place
each year. The panel agreed that the follow-up seminars were an
excellent procedure, reflecting the level of openness and trust within the
Finnish system.
The panel was satisfied that the requirements of the standard were fully
met.
[2.7] Periodic reviews
The FINHEEC procedures require an audit of the institutional quality
assurance system to take place every six years. The development of the
second round of audits is currently underway.
The panel was satisfied that the requirements of the standard were fully
met.
[2.8] System-wide analysis
FINHEEC regularly publishes summary reports relating to its various
activities. In 2004 the Council published an extensive analysis of the
impact of programme-related evaluations carried out between 1997-2003.
From 2010 FINHEEC will publish an annual report on its range of
activities, which will include a summary of key findings from evaluations.
The panel read a recent publication Analysis of audit outcomes 20052008. This was based on 19 audit reports from the first cycle and it
provided a useful descriptive overview of audit findings, with detailed
content analysis providing lists of good practice in the various audit
aspects. While strongly welcoming this initiative and recognising the
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quality of the research contributing to the publication, the panel felt that it
could have been further strengthened by an assessment of the
effectiveness of the audit procedures themselves, and recommendations
for enhancement activity based on the analysis. However, the panel noted
that FINHEEC has also financed two additional external research projects
which aimed to assess the impact of audits in HEIs, and that these would
provide additional evidence on which to base an overall analysis when
they were completed in December 2010.
The panel was satisfied that the requirements of the standard were fully
met.
Summary
The panel reviewed the overall picture regarding the satisfaction by
FINHEEC of the expectations of ENQA Criterion 1. The panel found that, in
the majority of aspects, the expectations of ESG Parts 1 and 2 were
addressed fully by the FINHEEC activities and audit procedures. The only
significant reservation here relates to the absence in the procedures of
any explicit reference to the ESG Part 1 guidance for internal quality
assurance in institutions (see comments under ESG 2.1 above). Finally,
while recognising the difficulties occasioned by language issues, the panel
recommends that FINHEEC finds ways of strengthening the level of
international participation in its processes.
Overall, the panel considered that FINHEEC is substantially compliant
with the criterion, and thus with the relevant standards under ESG Parts 1
and 2.
4.1.2

ENQA Criterion 1 / ESG 3.1, 3.3: Activities

The panel worked from the full description of the FINHEEC activities
provided in the self-evaluation and the Quality Manual; it discussed the
range of activities with Secretariat officers, Council members, and
institutional representatives, both staff and students.
As already described, FINHEEC carries out institutional audits of all Finnish
HEIs on a six-year cycle. It also conducts Centres of Excellence
evaluations on a regular basis. In addition, FINHEEC undertakes thematic
evaluations and evaluations of specific study fields. It also carries out
system-wide studies of specific quality-related aspects, for instance the
evaluation of doctoral level postgraduate study (2006) and the ongoing
evaluation of the national implementation of the Bologna process.
FINHEEC organises seminars and workshops for supporting the quality
assurance activities in institutions by benchmarking and providing for the
exchange of good practice. It sees its work as being an international
‘bridge builder’, scoping the latest developments in its field and importing
information on recent trends to its various stakeholders. While the work of
FINHEEC is deliberately and explicitly devoted to enhancement,
development and support of institutions, it clearly also carries out an
external quality assurance role and supports the development of internal
quality assurance systems in Finnish HEIs.
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The panel was confident that FINHEEC’s range of activities is relevant and
appropriate to the work of a national quality assurance agency, combining
effectively assurance and enhancement activities.
The panel therefore found that FINHEEC is fully compliant with the
standard.
4.2

ENQA criterion 2 / ESG 3.2: Official status

The panel read formal government decrees and Acts relating to the work
of FINHEEC and discussed its status with Secretariat officers and with
representatives of the Ministry of Education.
FINHEEC is formally recognised as the primary organisation responsible
for the evaluation of higher education in Finland. Its position and range of
functions are stipulated in governmental decrees (1320/1995, 465/1998,
548/2005, 965/2007 and 794/2009). The last of these has nine sections
describing in detail the mission, composition, organisation and activities of
the Council. Included here is the obligation to submit an annual report on
its evaluations, and to ‘participate in international evaluation of its own
activities on a regular basis’.
The role of FINHEEC with regard to the accountability for internal quality
assurance of universities and universities of applied sciences is further laid
down in the recent Universities Act 2009 and the Polytechnics Act
(amended 2009). These Acts have identical articles stating that
‘universities [and Universities of Applied Sciences] shall ...take part in
external evaluation of their activities and quality assurance systems on a
regular basis’ and referring to FINHEEC as the responsible ‘independent
expert body’ which will carry out evaluations.
The panel was therefore able to confirm that FINHEEC is fully compliant
with the expectations of the standard.
4.3

ENQA criterion 3 / ESG 3.4: Resources

The panel reviewed the range of work undertaken by the Council and
discussed the adequacy of resources and level of activity with a range of
stakeholder representatives.
The activities of FINHEEC are funded entirely by the Ministry of Education
out of the state budget allocation. The budget provides for premises,
staffing, and the funding of all audits and evaluations (see also 4.5
below). The majority of direct expenditure is on labour costs. The
Secretariat of the Council comprises the secretary general, three chief
planning officers, six senior advisers and an administrative assistant.
The panel met with these staff, and undertook a tour of the Council’s
accommodation and facilities. The FINHEEC premises occupy one floor of
the Ministry of Education; they provide modern, well-appointed office
accommodation, and include separate kitchen facilities and a common
resources area.
The panel took note of the range of experience represented in the Council
and in members of the Secretariat, which extended over thirteen years of
higher education evaluation and had included systematic in-house training
and participation in international networks.
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The panel concluded that FINHEEC
expectations of the standard.
4.4

is

fully

compliant

with

the

ENQA criterion 4 / ESG 3.5: Mission Statement

The panel referred to the Self-Evaluation Report, to the Universities Act
2009, and to the FINHEEC Quality Manual. It discussed the mission and its
realisation with Secretariat officers and Council members.
The mission statement of FINHEEC is laid down in the Government Decree
2009. This states:
‘The mission of the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council shall be to
1
assist higher education institutions and the Ministry of Education in
matters pertaining to evaluation
2
conduct evaluations relating to the activities and quality assurance
systems of higher education institutions
3
support quality assurance and enhancement in higher education
institutions
4
participate in international evaluation activities and cooperation
concerning evaluation’
In its self-evaluation statement, FINHEEC made reference to its published
Quality Manual, which outlines the key operational goals and activities
which are derived from the mission statement. These are summarised
under three main headings: 1) effective evaluation processes and relevant
reports, consolidating institutions’ culture of continuous development; 2)
stakeholder cooperation and collaboration through networks, seminars
and workshops, giving a lead in the provision of information and
development to the HE sector relating to quality assurance and evaluation
work; and 3) well-established internal principles and values in the work of
the Council. The Quality Manual provides a clear and helpful outline of the
structure, organisation and main activities of the Council; its values, goals
and processes; and its structure of accountability, including resolution and
appeals procedures.
For each period of office of the Council, a detailed Action Plan is drawn up,
which defines the focus areas and policies relating to activities during that
period; this is then revised annually and supplemented by an annual work
plan drawn up by the Secretariat. The schedule of evaluations is included
within the action plan. The action plan is published in the FINHEEC
publication series, and has an associated annual budget drawn up in
consultation with the Ministry of Education.
The panel therefore found that there was a clear and official statement of
mission, which provided for external evaluation to be a major activity of
the agency. The Quality Manual provides detail of the ways in which the
general aims of the mission statement are to be put into effect in terms of
operation and management, and effective and detailed management
planning is in place.
The panel considered that FINHEEC is fully compliant with the standard.
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4.5

ENQA criterion 5 / ESG 3.6: Independence

The panel discussed the question of the level of independence with Council
members and with the Ministry of Education. It referred to the SER, the
Universities Act, the Audit Manual and Quality Manual.
In its self-evaluation, FINHEEC described its position as ‘an independent
expert body, operating in conjunction with the Ministry of Education’. The
Council membership appointed by the Ministry, after consultation with
institutions. FINHEEC is located within the offices of the Ministry, and its
staff are formally employees of the Ministry; it uses the support
infrastructure of the Ministry, such as IT services, human resource
management, payroll and financial management services. It is clear, then,
that there is a very close association, in organisational support terms,
between the Council and the Ministry. The panel therefore devoted careful
attention to the question of the independence of the Council’s work.
With regard to the question of official independent status, the panel’s
attention was drawn to a statement in the preamble to the Universities
Act as follows:
‘...Independence means that the evaluation findings, conclusions and
recommendations are independent from the influence of third parties,
such as the higher education institutions, ministries, or other parties
concerned. In operating the within the Evaluation Council, the members of
the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council are independent
experts...’ The panel was therefore able to confirm that independence of
operation was enshrined in legislation.
The panel found evidence in the documentation provided, and through
discussion, that this independence in the Council’s operational activities
was then reflected in fully independent decision-making with regard to the
design and implementation of evaluations, methods used, appointment of
evaluation and audit groups, scheduling, the contents of reports and the
judgements and recommendations of the Council. The reports of FINHEEC
are public documents, but not directed to or accountable to the Ministry.
The Council may initiate evaluations at the suggestion of institutions or at
the request of the Ministry, but the conduct of evaluations is managed
quite separately and independently. The panel found no evidence of any
direct involvement of the Ministry in the day-to-day operations, decisionmaking or judgements of the Council.
The panel was able to discuss the question of independence with
representatives of the Ministry of Education. The understanding of the
need for separation of powers was very clearly expressed. The Ministry
understood its role as providing material support, but otherwise remaining
at a distance from the work of FINHEEC as a matter of principle.
Consultation and collaboration between the two organisations was
deliberately limited, covering a reporting meeting each year, one of which
was concerned with discussion of the annual report.
On the basis of this evidence, the panel formed the view that the
independence of FINHEEC was guaranteed both in principle through the
legal framework, and in practice in its operational arrangements. The
relationship with the Ministry, while close and providing the necessary
material and organisational support, had no influence on FINHEEC’s
principal activities.
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The panel considered that FINHEEC is fully compliant with the standard.
4.6

ENQA criterion 6 / ESG 3.7: External quality
assurance criteria and processes

The processes and procedures developed by FINHEEC in its external
quality assurance and enhancement work, in particular its audits, have
already been described in detail above, (paragraph 3.2.3).
With regard to this standard, on the basis of the evidence in the
publications reviewed (Audit Manual, Quality Manual, Audit reports,
Follow-up report) and discussions with institutions and with audit group
members, the panel found as follows:
- institutions present for scrutiny a representative selection of materials
exemplifying the internal quality assurance system in operation, together
with a commentary; this can be seen as equivalent to a self-evaluation
report
- in the audits conducted by FINHEEC, an external assessment is carried
out by a group of expert peers appointed by the Council; the group
includes a student representative member and students are trained so as
to be able to contribute effectively to the process
- final decision on the outcome of an audit is made by the Council
following recommendation by the audit group
- the full report of the audit, including all recommendations, is published
on the FINHEEC website, and the majority of reports are also published in
hard copy
- FINHEEC has a follow-up procedure in place: institutions produce a brief
follow-up report after three years; a seminar takes place, organised by
FINHEEC, at which institutions share and discuss action plans and their
own follow-up report, exchanging views on the process and sharing good
practice
The panel found that the position regarding appeals against Council
decisions on institutional audit outcomes was more complex. In its audits
FINHEEC is essentially making enhancement-related decisions and
judgements, which have no direct formal political or economic implications
for institutions. In its self-evaluation, FINHEEC explained that a formal
direct appeal against a decision of the Council (which would be for ‘pass’
or ‘re-audit’ with regard to the effectiveness of the institution’s quality
assurance system) was not possible. This is because the Council’s
decisions were not, in legal terms, ‘administrative decisions’, and
therefore the appeals procedures provided for under Finnish legislation do
not apply. The only possible route for formal objection would be under
individual citizen rights to complain to the Parliamentary Ombudsman.
FINHEEC took the view that its use of feedback on processes from audited
institutions provided a level of opportunity for commentary and criticism.
The panel recognised the legal constraints, but it considered that it would
nevertheless be possible, and beneficial, to introduce an opportunity for
institutions to make a representation to the Council in any cases where
they considered that the experience and outcomes of the audit had not
adhered to the agreed procedures, specifications and schedule. The report
could then be referred back to the team. However, the panel agreed that
the status of decisions made by the Council had no formal consequences,
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and that the issue of appeals did not therefore affect compliance with the
standard.
The panel considered that FINHEEC is fully compliant with the standard.
4.7

ENQA criterion 7 / ESG 3.8

Accountability procedures

The panel was guided by the account of internal quality assurance
provided in the SER and the Quality Manual. The review panel then read
reports, papers of the Evaluation Council, saw feedback questionnaires
from institutions and analysis of the feedback, and discussed the internal
quality assurance processes with officers of the Secretariat, with members
of the Council, and with representatives of institutions.
The self-evaluation described a range of processes and activities which
contributed to the internal assurance and accountability of FINHEEC. The
most important of these are outlined in the Council’s Quality Manual. This
document is available on the FINHEEC website, in the Finnish version, and
an English translation in hard copy was made available to the panel.
The Manual explains that accountability is understood by the Evaluation
Council in large part to involve transparency of goals and methods,
together with internal quality assurance procedures which will secure the
effective operation of the Council and the achievement of the stated goals.
The Evaluation Council itself has a quality assurance role, as it is
responsible for the overall standards and consistency of audit procedures
and reports. Members of the Council receive draft copies of reports in
advance of meetings. On the basis of reading the audit report, the Council
may, in the interest of consistency or impartiality, differ in its decision
from the recommendations of the audit group.
The quality assurance framework implemented by FINHEEC is based on
the Deming ‘quality circle’ of Plan-Do-Check-Act. This is a dynamic
planning and development process, which includes a range of quality
management activities. For the purposes of the ESG standard, the
following are significant:
- the Quality Manual explicitly links mission and goals to processes,
analysis of performance and results
- the Council has in place procedures, as laid down by the Finnish
Administrative Procedure Act, which ensure that there is a noconflict-of-interest mechanism. In particular this provides that noone involved at any stage in an audit should have prior involvement
with the institution being audited.
- Internal accountability and feedback takes the form of a periodic
evaluation. The Secretariat uses the Common Assessment
Framework model for internal reflection and produces a selfevaluation. This then contributes to a general self-evaluation by the
retiring Council, which is drawn up in a report setting out an
evaluation of the success of the evaluation method, good practice
and development targets
- The internal evaluation is in part informed by an external feedback
mechanism which takes place for each audit. The Secretariat sends
feedback questionnaires to the HEI participating in an audit, and
also to the audit group which carried out the audit. Feedback data
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-

-

are collected relating to the experience of the evaluation method,
and to the impact and usefulness of the audit process and report.
Each year the Secretariat holds a development seminar for internal
reflection and review, part of which is discussion of institutional and
audit group feedback. The seminar produces recommendations for
development and improvement. These recommendations are then
reported to the Council in its respective development seminar,
which contributes directly to development work and is normally held
after that of the Secretariat.
A summary of development activities agreed by the Council is then
produced and this is circulated to institutions and to auditors
FINHEEC is committed by virtue of its founding legislation to
undergo a mandatory cyclical external review at least once every
five years in order to confirm its continuing membership of ENQA

In addition to these major components of its systematic quality assurance
framework for internal evaluation and improvement, the Quality Manual
lists a range of contributory procedures which serve to support its quality
of operation. These include: annual appraisal review of Secretariat staff;
weekly and monthly meetings of the Secretariat for planning and
communication; induction and orientation of Council members; training
and preparation of audit groups
The panel was therefore able to confirm that all those aspects of
accountability listed under the standard were addressed in the work of
FINHEEC. The panel concluded that FINHEEC has in place thorough and
effective arrangements for the quality assurance of its work, for its
onward development, and for external accountability.
Accordingly, the panel considered that FINHEEC is fully compliant with
the standard.
4.8

ENQA criterion 8 / Miscellaneous

- Professionalism and consistency in judgements
The quality of the FINHEEC documents, seen in institution reports,
Manuals
and
guidance
documentation,
and
internal
working
documentation, attests to the professionalism of its work. The Secretariat
consists of professional administrators with experience of higher
education, who provide for a high standard of planning and organisation.
Institutional representatives and other stakeholders met by the review
panel had a high regard for the professionalism of FINHEEC in its
evaluation and support activities.
Decisions and judgements are made in the Evaluation Council on
recommendation from audit and evaluation groups. The Council provides
the experience, expertise and continuity that is necessary to safeguard
consistency in decision-making. The panel learnt of two example cases
where the recommended decision had been overturned by the Council in
order to ensure proper procedure and consistency of judgement; in one
case a senior representative of the institution met by the panel had in
retrospect welcomed this decision by the Council as appropriate and
constructive.
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Appeals

In its audits, FINHEEC is essentially making enhancement-related
decisions and judgements, which have no direct formal political or
economic implications for institutions. The legal framework within which
FINHEEC operates does in any event make formal appeal difficult (see
also 4.6 above). The panel considered that it would nevertheless be
possible, and beneficial, to introduce an opportunity for institutions to
make a representation to the Council in any cases where they considered
that the experience and outcomes of the audit had not adhered to the
agreed procedures, specifications and schedule
The agency is willing to contribute actively to the aims of ENQA

FINHEEC is committed by virtue of its formal mission statement to
‘participate in international evaluation activities and cooperation
concerning evaluation’. Its stated principles and values are strongly
aligned with those of the Bologna process and thus with those of ENQA.
There was clear evidence available that FINHEEC is active within European
networks, and itself offers conferences and workshops at the European
level. For example, FINHEEC has recently successfully hosted an ENQA
‘Audit Group’ development and networking event, and will host the ENQA
General Assembly in September 2010. Its location in Helsinki provides for
direct contact and liaison with ENQA officers.
The panel was confident that FINHEEC meets the expectations of this
ENQA criterion.
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5

CONCLUSION AND DEVELOPMENT

Overall findings
In the light of the documentary and oral evidence considered by it, the
Review Panel is satisfied that, in the performance of its functions, the
Finnish Higher Education Council (FINHEEC) is in compliance with the
ENQA Membership Provisions. The Panel therefore recommends to the
Board of ENQA that FINHEEC should have its Full Membership of ENQA
confirmed for a further period of five years.
The review panel found many commendable features in the work of
FINHEEC. These included: the professional and committed work of the
Secretariat; the high quality of audit reports; the open dialogue in
feedback to and from institutions; and the readiness of the Evaluation
Council to carry out self-critical analysis in the course of its work. The
panel was clear that FINHEEC is contributing to the development of
Finnish HE and has the full support of the sector, based on an excellent
working relationship with its stakeholders).
5.1 RECOMMENDATIONS
The review panel considered that, as FINHEEC continues to develop its
audit procedures, its work would benefit from consideration of the
following aspects, discussed in this report:
5.1.1 to make explicit reference to the standards and guidelines of ESG
Part 1 within the FINHEEC Audit Manual, the audit process and the
audit reports (paragraph 4.1.1 [ESG 2.1] )
5.1.2 to give continuing attention to the question of international expert
participation in its processes, including consideration of
international membership of the Council and the establishment of
the proposed international advisory committee. (paragraph 4.1.1
[ESG 2.4])
5.1.3 to allow for a form of representation to the Council, subsequent to
the audit report, with reference back to the team, in cases where
an institution disputed the Council’s decision on procedural grounds
((paragraph 4.6)
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ANNEXES
6.1

Schedule for the review

Appointment of review team members by ENQA

November 2009

FINHEEC submission of self-evaluation document and accompanying
documentation
Briefing of the review panel by ENQA (teleconference)

February 2010

Preparation of site visit schedule, planning of meetings and agreement on
indicative timetable for site visit to FINHEEC

March-April
2010

Expert panel site visit to FINHEEC Helsinki

May 2-4 2010

Panel correspondence and agreement on the draft report
Draft of report of the panel to FINHEEC

July 2010

Commentary on the draft report received from FINHEEC

August 2010

Submission of the final report to ENQA

August 2010

Consideration of the final report by ENQA

September 2010

8 March 2010
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6.2
Site Visit Programme

EXTERNAL REVIEW OF FINNISH HIGHER EDUCATION EVALUATION COUNCIL
SITE-VISIT PROGRAMME
Venue: Meeting room Aapo & Tuomas, (2nd floor) Ministry of Education, Meritullinkatu 1,
Helsinki
MONDAY 3rd May 2010
9:00-9.15
Introductions
Chair Riitta Pyykkö, FINHEEC, University of Turku
Secretary-General Helka Kekäläinen, FINHEEC
Senior advisor Matti Kajaste, FINHEEC
9:15-10:15
Interview: FINHEEC
Chair Riitta Pyykkö, FINHEEC, University of Turku
Secretary-General Helka Kekäläinen, FINHEEC
Senior advisor Matti Kajaste, FINHEEC
10:15-10:30

Break

10:30-11:30
Interview FINHEEC Secretariat
Chief Planning Officer Karl Holm, FINHEEC
Chief Planning Officer Marja-Liisa Saarilammi, FINHEEC
Chief Planning Officer Sirpa Moitus, FINHEEC
Senior advisor Hannele Seppälä, FINHEEC
Senior advisor Kirsi Hiltunen, FINHEEC
Senior advisor Kirsi Mustonen, FINHEEC
11:30-12:30

Lunch break

12:30-13:30
Interview: FINHEEC Council members
Vice-chair, rector Pentti Rauhala, Laurea University of Applied Sciences
Managing director Mikko Luoma, JTO School of Management
Vice-rector Riitta Rissanen, Savonia University of Applied Sciences
Principal lecturer Jan-Erik Krusberg, Arcada University of Applied Sciences
Educational Officer Juhana Harju, The National Union of University Students
13:30-14:30

Break – Private meeting of the panel

14:30-15:30

Interview: representatives of HEIs

Secretary-General Liisa Savunen, Universities Finland
Vice-Chair, Rector Henrik Wolff, Arene, Arcada University of Applied Sciences
Quality manager Aimo Virtanen, University of Helsinki
Director of Development Marjo-Riitta Järvinen, Lahti University of Applied Sciences
Rector Marja-Liisa Tenhunen, Central Ostrobothnia University of Applied Sciences
Rector Eeva-Liisa Antikainen, Humak University of Applied Sciences
Vice-President Martti Raevaara, Aalto University
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Rector Gustav Djupsjöbacka, Sibelius Academy
15:30-15:45

Break

15:45-16:45

Interview: Former evaluation group members

Research Director Timo Aarrevaara, University of Helsinki
Researcher Anu Yanar, Aalto University
Director Katariina Raij, Welfare and Pedagogical Competence, Laurea UAS
Professor Ilkka Virtanen, University of Vaasa
Professor Turo Virtanen, University of Helsinki
Student Milja Seppälä, University of Oulu
Juuso Leivonen, The Finnish Association of Business School Graduates
16.45-17.00

Break

17.00-18.00
Interview: Ministry of Education
Director General Sakari Karjalainen, Ministry of Education
Director Anita Lehikoinen, Ministry of Education
Counsellor of Education Birgitta Vuorinen, Ministry of Education
Counsellor of Education Maija Innola, Ministry of Education
TUESDAY 4th May 2010
9:00-10:30

Private meeting of the Panel

10:30-11:30
Interview: Students' unions
Chair Simo Takanen Union of Students in Finnish Universities of Applied Sciences
(SAMOK)
Secretary General Jani Hyppänen, SAMOK
Secretary General Tuomas Viskari, National Union of University Students in Finland
(SYL)
Executive Board Member Jukka Vornanen,
(SYL)
Adviser Mikko Heinikoski, SAMOK
Student Päivi Keränen, Metropolia University of Applied Sciences
Student Johanna Ahola, University of Helsinki
11:30-12:45

Lunch break

12:45-13:45
Interview: Other stakeholders
Senior advisor Marita Aho, Confederation of Finnish Industries (EK)
Chief Planning Officer Anu Räisänen, Education Evaluation Council
Head of Unit Anne Siltala, Centre for International Mobility (CIMO)
Project Planning Officer Arvo Alajoki, Academy of Finland
Professor Jussi Välimaa, Finnish Institute for Educational Research, University of
Jyväskylä
Research Director Jussi Kivistö, Higher Education Group, University of Tampere
13:45-15:00

Private meeting of the panel

15:00-15:15

Break

15:15-16:15
Final feedback session
Vice-chair, rector Pentti Rauhala, Laurea University of Applied Sciences
Secretary-General Helka Kekäläinen, FINHEEC
CPO Karl Holm, FINHEEC
CPO Marja-Liisa Saarilammi, FINHEEC
CPO Sirpa Moitus, FINHEEC
Senior advisor Matti Kajaste, FINHEEC
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Senior advisor Hannele Seppälä, FINHEEC
Senior advisor Kirsi Hiltunen, FINHEEC
Senior advisor Kirsi Mustonen, FINHEEC
Senior advisor Johanna Mattila, FINHEEC
Administrative assistant Arja Bilund, FINHEEC

- Visit programme
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6.3

Government Decree 2009
Unofficial translation

Government Decree
on the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council

Section 1. Mission of the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council
1.

The mission of the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council shall be to
assist the higher education institutions and the Ministry of Education in matters
pertaining to evaluation;
conduct evaluations relating to the activities and quality assurance systems of
higher education institutions;
support quality assurance and enhancement in higher education institutions; and
participate in international evaluation activities and cooperation concerning
evaluation.
2.

Further, the Higher Education Evaluation Council shall perform duties
assigned to it in the Presidential Decree concerning university of applied
sciences degrees awarded in the Province of Åland (548/2005).

3.

The Higher Education Evaluation Council may accept other commissions
relating to evaluation from Finnish and foreign operators.

4.

The Higher Education Evaluation Council must participate in international
evaluation of its own activities on a regular basis. The Higher Education
Evaluation Council must annually submit an account of its own activities and
the salient findings of the evaluations.

Section 2. Composition of the Higher Education Evaluation Council
1.

The Higher Education Evaluation Council shall have a maximum of 12
members, who must be versed in higher education evaluation. They must
represent expertise in the activities and operational environment of higher
education institutions and the world of work and the majority of them must
be affiliated with higher education institutions. The Ministry of Education
shall appoint the members for a maximum of four years at a time after
hearing the higher education institutions and stakeholders.

2.

The Higher Education Evaluation Council shall elect a chairperson and a
vice-chairperson from amongst its members for its term of office.
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3.

Where a member of the Higher Education Evaluation Council becomes
unable to perform his or her duties in the middle of the term of office, the
Ministry of Education shall appoint a new member in his or her place for the
remainder of the term.

Section 3. Subcommittees
1.

The Higher Education Evaluation Council may set up subcommittees to
prepare matters which come before the Council. The chairperson, vicechairperson and members of the subcommittee shall be appointed by the
Higher Education Evaluation Council.

2.

A member assigned to a subcommittee may also be external to the Higher
Education Evaluation Council.

Section 4. International advisory body
1.

The Higher Education Evaluation Council may appoint a consultative
committee composed of international and national experts and chaired by the
chairperson of the Evaluation Council to assist it in its operation and
development and to enhance international cooperation.

Section 5. Meetings
1.

The Higher Education Evaluation Council shall convene at the invitation of
the chairperson or, when he or she is prevented, by the vice-chairperson.

2.

The Higher Education Evaluation Council shall form a quorum when at least
half of the members, including the chairperson, are present. Matters shall be
decided by a simple majority. If the votes are equal, the chairperson shall
have the casting vote.

Section 6. Secretariat
1.

For the preparation of matters which come before the Evaluation Council,
there shall be a secretariat whose officials are appointed by the Ministry of
Education after hearing the Higher Education Evaluation Council.

2.

The work of the secretariat shall be led by a secretary-general, the
qualification requirement for whom shall be a doctoral degree, familiarity
with the field concerned and proven leadership skills.

3.

The qualification requirement for the officials in the expert posts of the
secretariat shall be a Master's degree and familiarity with the field concerned.
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Section 7. Fees and remunerations
1.

The grounds for paying fees and remunerations to the chairperson, members
and experts of the Evaluation Council and its subcommittees and the
advisory body shall be determined by the Ministry of Education.

Section 8. Standing orders of the
Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council
1.

The tasks and competence of the Higher Education Evaluation Council and
its subcommittees, advisory body and secretariat and the processing of
matters shall be laid down in the standing orders issued by the Evaluation
Council.

Section 9. Coming into force
1.

This Decree shall come into force on the first of January 2010.

2.

Measures needed to implement the Decree may be taken before the coming
into force of the Decree.
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6.4
Standing order of the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council
Adopted on 17.12.2009
In force: 1.1.2010 - until further notice

1. General
The operation of the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council is
governed by Section 87.2 of the Universities Act (558/2009), Section 9.2.
of the Polytechnics Act (351/2003; Amendment 564/2009) and the
Government Decree on the Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council
(794/2009).
Under the Universities Act and the Polytechnics Act, "Attached to the
Ministry of Education is an independent expert body called the Higher
Education Evaluation Council, further provisions on which shall be
enacted by Government Decree."
In the preamble to the Universities Act, the independence of FINHEEC is
described in the following way:
According to the provision, the Finnish Higher Education
Evaluation Council is an independent expert body, which
means independent responsibility for its operation. Further,
'independence' means that the evaluation findings,
conclusions and recommendations are independent from the
influence of third parties, such as the higher education
institutions, ministries or other parties concerned. In operating
in the Evaluation Council, the members of the Finnish Higher
Education Evaluation Council are independent experts. They
do not represent their own background organisation but seek
to promote quality enhancement in all the higher education
institutions under review and the development of the Finnish
higher education system as a whole.
The Higher Education Evaluation Council (subsequently FINHEEC) is
attached to the Ministry of Education and uses the Ministry's
infrastructure and follows the Ministry's regulations in regard of the
financial and information management, facilities, official journeys, annual
and other leave, and occupational health care.
Further, the operation of FINHEEC is governed by the national
evaluation plan and the FINHEEC Quality Manual.

2. FINHEEC organisation and the tasks and competence of its parts
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In this standing order, the term 'Higher Education Evaluation Council'
denotes the entity composed of the Evaluation Council and the
Secretariat. The FINHEEC organisation further includes possible
subcommittees and an international advisory board. For the planning and
implementation, FINHEEC appoints planning and evaluation groups for a
fixed term.
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Duties of the Evaluation Council
Under the Government Decree, the mission of FINHEEC is to:
1) assist higher education institutions and the Ministry of Education in
matters relating to evaluation;
2) organise evaluations relating to the operation and quality assurance
systems of higher education institutions;
3) support quality assurance and enhancement in higher education
institutions; and
4) participate in international evaluation activities and cooperation.
In addition, FINHEEC performs the duties assigned to it in the
Presidential Decree (548/2005) on polytechnic degrees awarded in the
Province of Ahvenanmaa/Åland.
FINHEEC may accept other assignments relating to evaluation from
Finnish or foreign operators.
FINHEEC shall regularly participate in an international evaluation of its
own operation. FINHEEC shall submit an annual report on its own
activities and the salient findings of the evaluations.
Organisation
The Ministry of Education appoints the members of the Evaluation
Council for four years after consulting the higher education institutions
and different interest groups. At its first meeting after appointment, the
Evaluation Council shall elect a chairperson and a vice-chairperson from
amongst its members for the four-year term. Before the election of the
chairperson, the Evaluation Council shall be chaired by its longest
serving member or, should there be several long-serving members, by
the oldest in age.
To begin with, the Evaluation Council shall elect a chairperson. The
members may propose chairpersons. An election shall be held if there
are more than one seconded candidate. If none of the candidates
receives a simple majority in the first round, another round shall be held
between the two chairperson candidates with the most votes. If the votes
are equal, the election of the chairperson shall be decided by lot.
The elected chairperson shall chair the meeting. The vice-chairperson
shall be elected. The members may propose vice-chairpersons. If there
are more than one seconded candidate, an election shall be held. If none
of the candidates receives a simple majority in the first round, another
round shall be held between the two vice-chairperson candidates with
the most votes. If the votes are equal, the chairman shall have the
casting vote.
Meetings
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The Evaluation Council shall convene at the invitation of the chairperson
or, if he/she is prevented, at the invitation of the vice-chairperson. The
Evaluation Council shall have a quorum when six members, including the
chairperson, are present. Matters shall be decided by simple majority.
When the votes are equal, the chairman shall have the casting vote.
Minutes shall be written of the Evaluation Council meeting. The minutes
shall be signed by the chairperson of the meeting and confirmed by the
secretary. The minutes shall be checked at the following meeting.
Documents drawn up by a decision of the Evaluation Council shall be
signed by the chairperson or vice-chairperson and the Secretary
General. Project-specific documents shall be signed by the chairperson
and the Secretary General or one of these and the Chief Planning
Officer, a Senior Adviser or the Administrative Assistant.
Operation
The Evaluation Council shall decide on
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the FINHEEC standing order and quality manual
the action plan for the term of office and the annual work plan and
budget and adopt the annual report
its subcommittees and international advisory board
the evaluations to be undertaken
the project plans for the evaluations
the chairpersons and members of the planning groups
the chairpersons and members of the evaluation groups
the result and consequences of an audit based on the reports
centres of excellence in education based on an evaluation, on
Ministry of Education assignment
evaluation and education subsidies granted to higher education
institutions
proposals to the Ministry of Education concerning the filling of
vacancies in the Secretariat
opinions given in the name of the Evaluation Council that have
primary consequence in terms of higher education policy or the
operation of FINHEEC.

FINHEEC shall keep in regular contact with Finnish and foreign
stakeholders named in a separate stakeholder document.
Subcommittees
Working committee
The Evaluation Council shall elect from amongst its members a working
committee composed of a chairperson, a vice-chairperson and
representatives of the polytechnic and university sectors and students.
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The working committee shall prepare matters for the Council meetings
and handle matters delegated to it by the Council, when needed.
Other subcommittees
The Evaluation Council may appoint subcommittees to prepare matters
that come before the Council. The Evaluation Council shall appoint the
chairperson, vice-chairperson and members of the subcommittee. Where
needed, separate guidelines shall be issued concerning the duties of the
subcommittee. The subcommittees shall report on their activities to the
Evaluation Council in conjunction with the annual report.
Persons external to FINHEEC may also be appointed to the
subcommittees.
International advisory board
In order to support and develop its operation and to boost international
cooperation, the Evaluation Council may appoint an advisory board
composed of international and national experts and chaired by the
chairperson of the Evaluation Council. The international advisory board
shall convene at the invitation of the chairperson. The advisory board
shall support and provide consultancy to FINHEEC on its operation.
Secretariat
For the preparation and implementation of matters deliberated by it, the
Evaluation Council has a Secretariat. The Secretariat shall be directed
by a Secretary General. The Secretariat shall comprise chief planning
officers and senior advisors responsible for evaluation projects. In
addition, the Secretariat shall have an administrative assistant who acts
as secretary at the meetings, secretary to the Secretary General and
manages financial and administrative matters. The members of the
Secretariat shall have job descriptions, which are reviewed at the annual
performance and development review meeting. The division of work
among the Secretariat shall be recorded in a work assignment
document. Each project is assigned a senior advisor responsible for it
and a deputy. The chief planning officers, together with the Secretary
General, shall be responsible for annual reporting on the activities.
The Secretary General shall direct and develop the activities of the
Secretariat, be responsible for the administration and finances of the
unit, the planning of the activities, the preparation of matters and
overseeing their implementation, act as editor of the FINHEEC
publication series and make proposals concerning fixed-term employees
for the Secretariat.
The Secretary General shall conduct annual performance and
development reviews with the personnel and make performance
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assessments, and in this connection also agree on personal training
schedules.
Each new employee in the Secretariat shall be assigned a personal
induction mentor. The Secretariat shall maintain induction materials for
new employees.
Planning and evaluation groups
The Evaluation Council shall appoint planning and evaluation groups for
evaluation projects and chairpersons to the groups. Deputies may also
be appointed for the group members. The chairperson of a planning
group is generally elected from the members of the Evaluation Council,
which promotes the flow of information between the planning group and
the Council. Student organisations usually propose the student members
to the planning and evaluation groups.
In the composition of the groups, the aim shall be as diverse and
comprehensive expertise as possible in regard of the field, theme, higher
education institution or higher education sector to be evaluated. The
members shall be representatives of higher education institutions,
stakeholders, the labour market and student organisations. Depending
on the evaluation, the evaluation group may also have foreign experts as
members. Written contracts shall be concluded with the group members
on the assignment. In regard of disqualification, the appointment of
members to the groups shall be governed by the provisions of the
Administrative Procedure Act (434/2003, Chapter 5, Sections 27–29).
The planning group shall chart the area to be evaluated and make a
proposals as to its delimitation. In addition the planning group shall
define the aims, content and method of the evaluation project, in other
words, draw up a project plan submitted to the Evaluation Council for
approval, propose the composition of the evaluation group and arrange a
discussion and orientation event for the evaluation group, where the
project plan is talked through.
In its conclusions, the evaluation group shall be independent and
autonomous. Depending on the evaluation, the evaluation group shall
•
•
•
•
•
•

acquaint themselves with the assignment, specify the evaluation
assignment in more detail and define possible evaluation criteria
acquaint themselves with the target of evaluation with the help of
the project plan adopted by the Evaluation Council and
background material provided by the Secretariat
participate in the orientation arranged by FINHEEC
scrutinise the self evaluation reports or other materials submitted
by the higher education institutions
based on the self evaluation reports, specify the matters to be
inspected during the site visit
determine possible need for additional information
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•
•
•

•
•

organise the site visit and possible other events relating to the
evaluation process, such as thematic discussions
make the site visits
based on the self-evaluation reports, other materials and site
visits, formulate a view of the quality of the phenomenon under
review both in the national scale and in the higher education
institutions participating in the evaluation
put forward recommendations for quality enhancement relating to
the object of review
prepare a final report or evaluation and development feedback.

The Evaluation Council may also appoint steering groups for its projects.
The purpose of the steering group is to follow the project as it proceeds
and direct it with its expertise, where needed.

3. Processing of matters
The Evaluation Council shall make decisions on referral. The matters are
presented by the Secretary General and/or an official appointed by
him/her for each matter. Matters concerning the Secretary General shall
be presented by the chairperson of the Evaluation Council. Otherwise
the presenting of matters shall be governed by established administrative
procedures.
A matter to be submitted to the Evaluation Council shall be delivered to
the decision-makers sufficiently in advance. The meeting materials shall
be posted one week before the date of the meeting.
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4. Finances and fees
The Higher Education Evaluation Council shall receive its annual
appropriations as part of the state budget in an item for educational
evaluation. In addition, it may accept other assignments relating to
evaluation from Finnish and foreign operators.
The fees and compensation for experts used in evaluations shall be
decided annually as part of the FINHEEC budget.
The grounds for determining the fees and compensation of the
chairperson and members of the Evaluation Council and its
subcommittees shall be determined by the Ministry of Education.
The Secretary General shall approve the invoices arising from the
operation of FINHEEC and issue travel assignments. Travel assignments
to the Secretary General shall be issued by the Director of the Division
for Higher Education and Science of the Department for Education and
Science Policy of the Ministry of Education.

5. Appeals
The decisions issued by FINHEEC concerning the results and
consequences of evaluations are expert opinions by nature. They are not
administrative decisions and cannot be appealed against. They do not
contain an address for appeals. In audits of quality assurance systems,
the institutions under review and FINHEEC conclude a written
agreement, which sets out possible consequences to which the parties
commit themselves.
The FINHEEC Secretariat members are civil servants and the
Secretariat shall follow good administrative practice.

6. Review of the FINHEEC standing order
The FINHEEC standing order shall be revised by a decision of the
Evaluation Council, when needed.
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6.5

ENQA Membership Provisions

(To be added)
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