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Abstract

Published by
Finnish Education Evaluation Centre

Name of Publication
Audit of Seinajoki University of Applied Sciences 2016

Authors
Katariina Raij, Svante Brunaker, Grischa Fraumann, Bernhard Minke, Virpi Paavola,
Touko Apajalahti and Tarja Frisk

The Finnish Education Evaluation Centre has conducted an audit of Seindjoki University of
Applied Sciences and has awarded the university of applied sciences a quality label that is valid
for six years from 14 April 2016. The quality management system of Seindjoki University of
Applied Sciences fulfils the national criteria set for the quality management of higher education
institutions, and corresponds to the European quality assurance principles and recommendations
for higher education institutions.

The object of the audit was the quality management system that the university of applied sciences
has developed based on its own needs and goals. The freely selected audit target chosen by the
institution was guality management of entreprenenrship education.

The following were regarded as key strengths of the quality management system:

= Structured cooperation between Seindjoki University of Applied Sciences and regional
stakeholders leads to effective regional development and to education that responds very
well to the region’s needs.

= Division of responsibility within the quality system is clear and has been recently improved
by the systematic harmonisation of processes.

= Student centred approaches and focus in supporting the learning process that enhance
student success and faculty motivation.



Among others, the following recommendations were given to Seindjoki University of Applied
Sciences:

= Further development of pedagogy, in line with the strategy of SeAMK, for example, by
widening the scope of the FramiPro learning environment.

= More systematic identification of good practices across schools, and the systematic
integration of them into the quality system.

= The quality system would benefit from a clearer separation of its theoretical elements - the
approaches - and operative elements, such as processes and guidelines.

Keywords
Audit, evaluation, higher education institutions, quality, quality management, quality system,
university of applied sciences



T

vistelma

Julkaisija
Kansallinen koulutuksen arviointikeskus

Julkaisun nimi
Audit of Seinajoki University of Applied Sciences 2016
(Seindjoen ammattikorkeakoulun auditointi 2016)

Tekijat
Katariina Raij, Svante Brunaker, Grischa Fraumann, Bernhard Minke, Virpi Paavola,
Touko Apajalahti ja Tarja Frisk

Kansallinen koulutuksen arviointikeskus on toteuttanut Seindjoen ammattikorkeakoulun audi-
toinnin ja antanut korkeakoululle laatuleiman, joka on voimassa kuusi vuotta 14.4.2016 alkaen.
Seindjoen ammattikorkeakoulun laatujdrjestelma tiayttdd korkeakoulujen laadunhallinnalle ase-
tetut kansalliset kriteerit ja vastaa eurooppalaisia korkeakoulujen laadunhallinnan periaatteita
ja suosituksia.

Auditoinnin kohteena oli Seindjoen ammattikorkeakoulun laatujérjestelmd, jonka korkeakoulu on
kehittdnyt omista lihtokohdistaan ja tavoitteidensa mukaisesti. Ammattikorkeakoulun valitsema
valinnainen auditointikohde oli yrittdjyyskasvatuksen laadunvarmistus.

Laatujdrjestelmdn keskeisind vahvuuksina pidetddn:

= Seindjoen ammattikorkeakoulun ja alueellisten sidosryhmien jdsentynyt vuorovaikutus
johtaa tehokkaaseen aluekehitysty6hon ja koulutukseen, joka vastaa hyvin alueen tarpeisiin.

= Laatujdrjestelmdn vastuunjako on selked. Vastuunjakoa on viime aikoina parannettu, kun
prosesseja on jarjestelmallisesti yhdenmukaistettu.

= Opiskelijakeskeiset toimintatavat ja keskittyminen oppimisprosessin tukemiseen edistivat
opiskelijoiden menestymistd ja henkilékunnan motivaatiota.



Seindjoen ammattikorkeakoululle esitetdidn muun muassa seuraavia kehittimissuosituksia:

= Pedagogiikan kehittimistd ammattikorkeakoulun strategiaan pohjautuen, esimerkiksi
laajentamalla FramiPro-oppimisympdriston hyddyntdamista.

= Hyvien kdytdnteiden jirjestelmallisempdd tunnistamista yli yksikkorajojen, ja niiden sys-
temaattista tuontia osaksi laatujéarjestelmaa.

= Laatujdrjestelmd hyotyisi selkeimmastd erosta sen teoreettisen osan muodostavien toi-
mintamallien ja operatiivisten osien, kuten prosessien ja toimintaohjeiden vililla.

Avainsanat
Ammattikorkeakoulu, arviointi, auditointi, korkeakoulut, laadunhallinta, laatu, laatujdrjestelma



Sammandrag

Utgivare
Nationella centret for utbildningsutvardering

Publikation
Audit of Seindjoki University of Applied Sciences 2016
(Auditering av Seindjoen ammattikorkeakoulu 2016)

Forfattare
Katariina Raij, Svante Brundker, Grischa Fraumann, Bernhard Minke, Virpi Paavola,
Touko Apajalahti och Tarja Frisk

Nationella centret fér utbildningsutvirdering har genomfort en auditering av Seindjoen
ammattikorkeakoulu och har beviljat hogskolan en kvalitetsstimpel som giller i sex ar fran
och med den 14 april 2016. Hogskolans kvalitetssystem uppfyller de nationella kriterier for
kvalitetshantering som faststillts for hogskolor och motsvarar de europeiska principerna fér och
rekommendationerna om hogskolornas kvalitetshantering. Féremal for auditeringen var Seindjoen
ammattikorkeakoulus kvalitetssystem som hogskolan tagit fram utifran sina egna utgangspunkter
och mal. Auditeringsobjektet som hogskolan kunde fritt vélja var kvalitetshanteringen av utbildning
i entreprendrskap.

Kvalitetssystemets viktigaste styrkor ar:

= En strukturerad samverkan mellan Seindjoen ammattikorkeakoulu och intressenter i re-
gionen som effektivt bidrar till regional utveckling och till utbildningar som mycket vl
svarar mot regionens behov.

= Uppdelning av ansvarsomraden inom ramen for kvalitetssystemet dr tydlig och har nyligen
forbdttrats genom en systematisk samordning av olika processer.

= Studentcentrerade angreppssitt och ett fokus pa ldrandeprocesser som bidrar till goda
studieresultat och motiverade larare.



Bland annat f6ljande rekommendationer framldggs f6r Seindjoen ammattikorkeakoulu:

= Fortsatt utveckling av utbildningarnas pedagogiska uppldgg i linje med den strategi som
har formulerats, till exempel genom att bredda utvecklingsprojektet FramiPro sd att ldran-
demiljon gors tillgdanglig for fler studenter.

= Ett mer systematiskt arbete med att identifiera god praxis i de olika skolorna samt att
systematiskt integrera dessa i det Overgripande kvalitetssystemet.

= Kvalitetssystemet skulle vinna pa en tydligare distinktion mellan dess teoretiska delar -
angreppssdtt — och operativa delar sdsom processer och riktlinjer.

Nyckelord
Auditering, hogskolor, kvalitet, kvalitetshantering, kvalitetssystem, utvardering, yrkeshdgskola
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1

Audit targets and process

1.1 Audit targets

The target of the audit is the quality system that Seindjoki University of Applied Sciences
(SeAMK) has developed on the basis of its own needs and goals. The focus of the audit is on the
procedures and processes that the institution uses to maintain, develop and enhance the quality
of its operations. In accordance with the principle of enhancement-led evaluation, the higher
education institution’s (HEI) objectives and the content of its activities or results are not evaluated
in the audit. The aim is to help the HEI to identify strengths, good practices and areas in need of
development in its own operations.

The Finnish Education Evaluation Centre (FINEEC) audits evaluate whether the institution’s
quality system meets the national criteria (Appendix 1) and whether it corresponds to the
Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the Enropean Higher Education Area (also known
as the ESG). In addition, the audit evaluates how well the quality system meets strategic and
operations management needs, as well as the quality management of the HEI’s core duties and
the extent to which it is comprehensive and effective. In this way, the audit focuses on evaluating
the institution’s quality policy and the development of the quality system, as well as how effective
and dynamic an entity the system forms.

SeAMK chose guality management of entreprenenrship education as its optional audit target. As samples
of degree education, it chose the Bachelor’s Degree Programme in Mechanical Engineering and the
Masters Degree Programme in Development and Management of Health Care and Social Services. The
audit team chose the Bachelor’s Degree Programme in Business Management as the third sample of
degree education.
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The audit targets for Seindjoki University of Applied Sciences:

1. Quality policy
2. Quality system’s link with strategic management
3. Development of the quality system
4. Quality management of the higher education institution’s core duties:
a. Degree education’
b. Research, development and innovation activities (RDI), as well as artistic activities
c. Societal impact and regional development work?
d. Optional audit target: Quality management of entrepreneurship education
5.  Samples of degree education: degree programmes:
a. Bachelor’s Degree Programme in Mechanical Engineering

b. Master’s Degree Programme in Development and Management of Social Work and
Health Care

c. Bachelor’s Degree Programme in Business Management

6. The quality system as a whole.

1.2 Audit process

The audit is based on the basic material and self-evaluation report submitted by Seindjoki University
of Applied Sciences, as well as an audit visit to the University of Applied Sciences on 10-12
November 2015. The audit team also had access to electronic materials that were important for
quality management. The main phases and timeframe of the audit process are listed in Appendix 2.

An international audit team carried out the audit in English. SeAMK was given the opportunity
to comment on the team’s composition especially from the perspective of disqualification prior
to the appointment of the audit team.

The audit team:

Director Katariina Raij, Laurea University of Applied Sciences, (chair of the audit team)

Head of Quality Development Bernhard Minke, Hochschule fiir Oekonomie und Management
(vice-chair)

Dean of Faculty for Education and Business Svante Brunaker, University of Givle

Student Grischa Fraumann, Master’s Programme in Research and Innovation in Higher Education
(MARIHE), University of Tampere, Danube University Krems, Beijing Normal University and
Osnabriick University of Applied Sciences

Development Manager Virpi Paavola, Cramo Finland Oy.

1 Including first- and second-cycle degrees: university of applied sciences degrees and university of applied sciences master’s
degrees

2Including social responsibility, continuing education and open university of applied sciences education, as well as paid-
services education.
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FINEEC staff members:
Senior Advisor Touko Apajalahti acted as the project manager for the audit and Senior Advisor
Tarja Frisk acted as backup for the project manager.

As indicated, the audit team conducted a three-day audit visit to the institution®. The purpose of
the visit was to verify and supplement the observations made of the quality system based on the
audit material. The programme of the visit is shown in Appendix 3.

The audit team drew up this report based on the material accumulated during the evaluation and
on the analysis of that material. The audit team members produced the report jointly by drawing
on the expertise of each team member. SeAMK was given the opportunity to check the report
for factual information prior to the Higher Education Evaluation Committee’s decision-making
meeting.

1.3 The Finnish higher education system

The Finnish higher education system is comprised of universities and universities of applied
sciences* (UAS). All universities engage in both education and scientific research and have the
right to award doctorates. The universities of applied sciences are multi-field, professionally
oriented higher education institutions. They engage in applied research and development that
supports education and regional development. The UAS system was established in the early 1990s.

Higher education institutions operate under the governance and steering of the Ministry of
Education and Culture and receive most of their funding from the Ministry. The core funding
is based on performance on indicators set by the Ministry. HEI’s activities are steered by four-
year performance agreements with the Ministry. The only exceptions are the National Defence
University, which operates under the Ministry of Defence, the Police University College under
the Ministry of the Interior, and the Aland University of Applied Sciences under the local
government of Aland.

HEISs select their own students. However, national regulations stipulate some general principles
for student admission, such as the equal treatment of applicants.

Finland has not yet adopted a national qualifications framework. However, the Government
Decree on University Degrees (2004) and the Government Decree on Polytechnics (2014) define
the objectives, extent and overall structure of degrees.

The UAS bachelor’s degree consists of 180, 210, 240 or 270 ECTS credits, equivalent to three to
four years of full-time study, depending on the study field. It comprises basic and professional
studies, elective studies, a practical training period and a bachelor’s thesis or final project.

3 Grischa Fraumann was not able to attend the audit visit but participated to the team’s work before and after the visit.
4The Ministry of Education and Culture and the National Board of Education refer to UASs as polytechnics in their docu-
mentation.

13



The UAS master’s degree consists of 60 or 90 ECTS credits. Eligible applicants for a UAS master’s
degree programme must hold a relevant bachelor’s degree and at least three years of relevant work
or artistic experience. The UAS master’s degree comprises advanced professional studies, elective
studies and a final thesis or final project.

Universities of applied sciences can provide bachelor’s and master’s degrees, the focus of the
educational provision being on bachelor’s degrees. The educational responsibilities of individual
UASs are stipulated in their operating licences.

UASs decide on the detailed content and structure of the degrees they award. They also decide on
their curricula and forms of instruction. In addition to this, some fields (for example, midwife
education) have detailed regulations to some extent for the structure or content of the degrees
awarded. UASs also actively cooperate on curricular issues under the Rectors’ Conference of
Finnish Universities of Applied Sciences.

UASs also provide vocational teacher education leading to a teacher qualification. Their teacher
education is aimed at those who already have a higher education degree in a relevant field.

14



2

The organisation of Seinajoki
University of Applied Sciences

Seindjoki University of Applied Sciences (SeAMK) started its operation in 1992 with a temporary
licence and has operated on a permanent licence from 1995. Since 2014, the operator of SeAMK
is Seindjoen ammattikorkeakoulu Ltd. The UAS is located in the region of South Ostrobothnia
in western Finland and is the only university of applied sciences in the region.

SeAMK has four educational units:

= School of Food and Agriculture

= School of Business and Culture

= School of Health Care and Social Work
= School of Technology.

Each School is led by a dean. In addition to the schools, the institution has several service units,
which are supervised either by the research and innovation director or by the administrative
director. The president, who is at the same time the chief executive officer of the operator
company, is responsible for the overall operational management of the UAS. Also, the quality and
development, international activities and communications and marketing are led by the president.
The organisation chart of SeAMK is illustrated in figure 1.
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SEINAJOEN AMMATTIKORKEAKOULU
SEINAJOKI UNIVERSITY OF APPLIED SCIENCES
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School of Health
Care and Social
Work
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Dean

 Quality &
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¢ International
Office

* Marketing &
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SeAMK Oy (Ltd)

Figure 1: Organisation of Seindjoki University of Applied Sciences, as depicted in the self-

evaluation report.

SeAMK has around 4,800 students and 350 employees and operates on three campuses. Two
campuses are located in the city of Seindjoki, the regional centre, and one campus in the nearby
Ilmajoki municipality. Additionally, the Provincial University service carries out education and

development activities in six other locations around the South Ostrobothnia region.

Table 1 describes the number of full time equivalent students and staff in 2014 and the average

number of degrees awarded annually between 2012 and 2014.

Table 1. Key figures of SeAMK

Students (full time equivalent, 2014)

UAS Bachelor’s degree 3,227
UAS Bachelor’s degree, adult education 758
UAS Master’s degree 127
Degrees awarded (annual average 2012-2014)

UAS Bachelor’s degree 729
UAS Master’s degree 49
Staff (full time equivalent, 2014)

Teaching staff 182
Research, development and innovation staff 77
Other staff 94
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3
The quality policy

The quality policy of Seindjoki University of Applied Sciences defines clearly the objectives and steering
principles of quality management, as well as the associated monitoring and oversight methods, and gives
an accurate picture of decision-making on the quality system. The quality policy’s rationale is defined
thoroughly in the general objectives, the immediate objectives and the underlying principles of the
quality system. The division of responsibilities regarding the quality system’s various elements is clearly
defined in the quality documentation. The quality policy is accessible and regularly communicated to
internal and external stakeholders. The quality policy is linked to the institution’s overall strategy and
advances the quality work, although the strategic choices of SeAMK could serve a bigger role in defining
the fundamentals of the quality system.

The quality policy is at a developing stage.

3.1 Rationale, objectives and division of responsibility

At SeAMK the quality policy covers the setting of objectives and principles of quality management,
associated monitoring and oversight measures including also decision-making on the quality
system.

SeAMK’s quality system is based on the EFQM Excellence Model of the European Foundation
for Quality Management (EFQM), which has been used and developed further by SeAMK since
2005. The quality system offers a systematic review framework for continuous monitoring and
quality management of SeAMK activities. According to SeAMK, the quality system is seen as a
tool to facilitate continuity, predictability and systematicity.

The quality system comprises the following components: 24 EFQM approaches, 24 processes of the

institution’s main functions and 25 EFQM indicators (see Figure 2). Also, the quality management
organisation and the regular quality management events are part of the quality system. Additionally,
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applied quality management procedures — practical instructions and descriptions that complement
the approaches and processes - are closely connected to the quality system. The quality system
is defined in a guality mannal and in a corresponding website called guality pages.

Approaches (EFQM) Processes

Q Management Organisation

Indicators (EFQM]) Annual Quality Calendar

Applied Quality :
Management Measures .

o= m mm

Figure 2. The components of the SeAMK quality system, as illustrated in the quality manual of
SeAMK.

The quality system’s approaches are formulated as SeAMK’s answers to the questions posed by the
EFQM model. As the EFQM model is not particularly designed for higher education institutions,
which was also acknowledged by the management during the audit visit, SeAMK has had to
customise it to suit their needs. The approaches cover leadership and management, strategy work,
people, partnerships and resources, and processes, products and services of education and RDI.
There are no separate elements for the regional development task, which is carried out at SeAMK
through the education and RDI functions. The approaches are meant to describe the working
principles at a generic, more theoretic level and are complemented by associated process charts,
guidelines and applied procedures. The quality system’s indicators are designed to give information
about how targets of quality work are met at SeAMK (see chapter 4.1).

The audit team notes that the elements of the EFQM model have mostly given the institution a
good structure for defining the quality system. However, the distinction between what SeAMK
defines in approaches, and what in the processes or guidelines, is not always clear, as also the
approaches sometimes include procedural information. The system would benefit from a clearer
separation of its theoretical elements - the approaches - and operative elements, such as processes
and guidelines.
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The rationale of the quality policy is set by the Board of SeAMK and is defined in the quality
manual as objectives of quality work and wnderlying principles that steer quality work. The general
objectives and principles were renewed and re-adopted by the SeAMK board in May 2015 with
minor updates.

The general objectives of quality work and quality management are clearly defined in the quality
manual:

= high-quality education and RDI activities;

= competent professionals who have good employment prospects;
= a healthy and competent staff;

= satisfied customers and stakeholders;

= integration of education and RDI activities; and

= financial efficiency and effective support services.

The underlying principles are defined as:

= the statutory core duties of the UAS;

= consideration of industry’s / workplace’s needs in all areas of activity;

= continuous monitoring and development of activities;

= national and international comparability of the quality management system;

= effective integration of quality management into the institution’s management and resource
planning practices;

= the coverage and systematic nature of the quality management system; and

= a quality culture that permeates the entire organisation and is supported by quality
management.

SeAMK also defines zzmediate, direct objectiveslinked to the purpose and components of the quality
system. They emphasise the specification of the general practices and principles and continuous
development in education, RDI activities, management and support functions by improving the
monitoring of key performance results, and by establishing quality management as a part of
annual control measures. The audit team’s conclusion is that the rationale is defined in a clear
way and is in line with the institution’s tasks, and the audit visit showed that the main objectives
are well known in the institution.

The quality management responsibilities are defined in the quality manual and in the regulatory
documents Rules of procedure and SeAMK regulations. The board is responsible for the general
objectives of the quality policy and the quality system. The management team, led by the president,
approves the quality descriptions and indicators, and formulates the objectives and measures. UAS
working groups (led by a director or a manager) cover the main activities such as education, RDI
and international activities. The working groups monitor, update and develop the approaches,
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processes and indicators within their areas of responsibility. School specific management teams
and working groups (led by the dean and assisted by the education manager, RDI manager and
quality coordinator) coordinate quality management within the school. The quality manager is
responsible for the coordination and development of quality management activities as a whole.
Students participate in quality work by having representation on the board and in all working
groups.

The quality manual defines a coordination responsibility clearly for each approach, always to one
or several roles or working groups. However, to see all the responsibilities of a given working
group or role, one must go through all of the approaches and the regulatory documents. Making
the descriptions of roles and their responsibilities part of the quality manual, perhaps as a task
allocation chart, would enable everyone to easily see all their responsibilities from one place. Also,
the responsibilities regarding processes could be made clearer by including them in the process
descriptions. Currently the responsibilities follow from the definitions regarding corresponding
approaches. Nevertheless, the audit team notes, that overall the division of responsibility within
the quality system is clear, and has been recently improved by the systematic harmonisation of
processes.

3.2 Communication of the quality policy

SeAMK sees communication as a tool for informing the staff, customers and stakeholders about
its goals, culture, and quality system. The core of communication consists of the objectives
and steering principles, the adopted EFQM model with approaches, quality processes, and key
indicators, and objectives related to the tasks of the quality system. Other important topics in
the communication are related to the information produced by the quality system, which is
discussed in chapter 4.1.

The audit visit showed that the staff, students and stakeholders are well informed and aware
of the quality matters. The different working groups and staff meetings serve as an important
function to complement the formal information channels. SeAMK’s communications channels
are versatile, and take well into account both internal and external stakeholders’ needs, as well
as the public when needed.

The main communication channels regarding the quality policy are the quality pages, which
contain the same information as the quality manual, and additional information. The pages are
accessible to staff and students. External guests can be given access to the site if needed. In practice,
the main user group are the staff members, who use the descriptions, for example, in the cases of
performing a rarer task or when a new employee is being introduced to SeAMK’s ways of doing
things. Based on the interviews, the quality pages are accessible and the information regarding
quality system’s approaches and processes is clear and easy to find, but it can be sometimes hard
to find the associated guidelines. The quality pages could be improved by including links from
the approaches and process descriptions to associated guidelines and forms. However, it should
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be noted that the interviewed RDI staff did not share the concern, as the new database tool called
Reportronic was used to collect all the RDI related guidelines, forms and document templates to
one place.

Other important media for communicating quality policy matters are the intranet and the public
website. According to SeAMK, the intranet is to be improved to present basic information about
quality management in a fast and easy format, and then guide users who need more detailed
information to the quality pages. The website offers a channel for finding information about
SeAMK’s quality policy on a more general level, suiting to the needs of external stakeholders.

3.3 Link between the quality policy and the institution’s overall strategy

SeAMK’s strategy for the years of 2015 - 2020 was approved by the board in June 2014. The
strategy defines a mission, according to which SeAMK prepares professionals of the future and produces
high-level applied research to promote welfare and innovations. The vision of SeAMK for 2020 is to be
international, entrepreneur-spirited Se AMK — the best institute of higher education for the student. The
strategy includes four key strategic choices:

= increasing unity;
= utilisation of interdisciplinarity by increasing cooperation between different fields;
= digital campus; and

= strategic networking.

Based on the key choices, the strategy lists four complementing choices: development of working-
life oriented teaching, development of RDI activities, development of international networks and strategic
partnerships, and strengthening of regional impact.

The link between the quality policy and the strategy is clearly formed through quality system’s
approaches that are related to strategy, following the EFQM model. The four approaches of strategy
work address the stakeholder focus, performance focus, and the development and implementation
of the strategy. The approaches define a framework where the strategy is reformulated every
4 - 5 years based on a performance analysis of the ending strategy period, discussions with the
community and stakeholders, and a methodological assessment. The approaches of strategy work
clarify the principles of the strategy process as a whole, with the different stages of preparation,
publication, implementation and monitoring (see Chapter 4.1). In this way, the quality policy is
clearly linked to and integrated with the strategy.

However, when looking at the link from a different angle, on how the strategic goals and choices
affect the quality policy’s principles and objectives, the audit team sees room for improvement.
SeAMK selected the EFQM model to be applied in quality management already in 2005. The
objectives of the quality system (see 3.1. above) have remained rather stable since the beginning,
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while at the same time the institution has had several strategies. This has led to a situation where
the connections between the objectives of quality work and the strategy could be strengthened
in some areas. For example, the enzrepreneur-spirit mentioned in the mission, or strategic choices
such as strengthening of regional impact cannot currently be easily seen in the objectives set for
quality work. On a broader level, the audit team would encourage SeAMK to develop ways to
periodically assess and discuss also the fundamental setting of the quality system in the light of
strategic choices and evolving operating environment.
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4

Quality system’s link with
strategic management

The quality system provides excellent support for strategic and, particularly, operations management.
The selected EFQM approaches give structure and principles to strategy preparation, communication
and implementation. The approaches are complemented by processes, annual clocks and guidelines that
guide the day-to-day operations management in a systematic manner. The system produces information
for management’s needs systematically, albeit less at the level of individual degree programmes. Both
the approaches that are vertical in nature and the widely used participative working groups ensure that
the information is put to use throughout the organisation. The quality system works effectively across
the organisational levels in a way that adds value all the way from the staff level up to the board’s work.
Clear responsibilities lead to responsibilities being executed. The quality system’s approaches enable the
embedding of a quality culture, which is further enhanced by the commitment of the whole community
towards quality.

The quality system’s link with strategic management is at an advanced stage.

4.1 Information produced by the quality
system for strategic management

The institution has a strategy (see Chapter 3.3) and eight action plans that are based on the strategy.
The quality system’s support to strategic management is based firstly on the EFQM approaches
that guide strategy preparation, secondly on the other EFQM approaches and process descriptions
that structure the strategy implementation and operations management, and thirdly on the
performance indicators.

The EFQM model has been in use at SeAMK already for ten years, which has led to the quality
management procedures being clear and well established. Based on the interviews, the approaches
are seen as an important element in structuring the work, while process descriptions, and particularly
the associated guidelines and applied processes, are the tools of day-to-day operations management.
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The main sources of information for strategic management are the 25 performance indicators of
the quality system, and the complementing indicators that are included in the action plans. The
indicators are grouped referring to customer results, people results, society results and key results.
In addition to the indicators, various kinds of feedback are an important source for operations
management, as discussed further in the following chapters of the report. However, most of the
indicators come straight from the indicators of the funding model of the Ministry of Education
and Culture. In some areas, strategic management could be further supported by the system
by developing strategy-based qualitative indicators. For example, identification of performance
indicators related to the approaches of leadership and strategy could simplify the follow-up of
strategic quality work in those areas.

The interviews confirmed that the information is put to wide use by the board, the top management,
the school level management and the working groups. Goals are set for each school regarding the
indicators, and the follow-up of the quality goals is systematic both at the strategic institution level
and at the operational school level. The management processes of the quality system, together
with the annual clocks of resource planning and quality management, structure the agenda of the
top management to follow a defined path during the year. The management conducts annually a
review of the indicators, which is followed by performance negotiations between the management
and the schools, where past performance is discussed and targets are agreed for next year. During
the year it is the deans’ responsibility to follow-up and take corrective action if needed in their
schools. Based on the interviews, the deans are active in this regard, and use the information
systematically. In addition, the working groups follow the performance and progress related to
the strategic goals that are in their focus, and take action when needed.

The impression from the interviews and the audit material is that the information is particularly
relevant for the board, the management team and the working groups when it comes to strategy
and the long-term direction of SeAMK. This was illustrated in areas such as internationalisation
or entrepreneurship, where the interviewees could give examples of points of improvement
and suggested actions that had been identified by the quality system. These actions had then
been disseminated throughout the organisation in a structured way, using the quality systems
approaches. In this way, the quality system secures that the strategic intentions, for example
around entrepreneurship, are implemented within the organisation.

The information that the quality system produces is communicated to the staff mainly through
two channels. Firstly, it flows through the line organisation, from the central management to
the deans and further down within the schools. Secondly, SeAMK’s various working groups -
the main ones being those for education and for RDI - provide a forum where information is
shared, quality matters discussed, and continuous development planned, across organisation.
The agendas, memos and appendices are, per se, openly accessible for all staff members, not
only to the members of the working groups. The working groups seem to function very well as
a structure for strategy implementation and a forum for common development. However, the
audit team sees that the working groups could work still more effectively to identify and share
good practice across the organisation. A stronger interplay of the education and RDI working
groups could be beneficial for the further integration of teaching and RDI, which is one of the
strategic choices of the institution.
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The intranet and the public website play a similar role in communicating information as in
communicating the quality policy (see Chapter 3.2). Based on the audit visit, communication
of the information produced by the quality system is rarely targeted, particularly towards
students; communication to students is usually done by giving students access to the same
information that is provided to staff. The interviewed students did not raise this as an issue:
their main interests lie in information concerning their studies. SeAMK could nevertheless
consider also specially tailored communication for students regarding, for example, SeAMKs
study-related or RDI results.

SeAMK mentioned the newsletter as a new communication channel. A majority of the
newsletters are targeted towards staff, students receive the newsletter 1 - 2 times per month.
External stakeholders - representatives of partner organisations, international partners, business
organisations, and government organisations - receive the newsletter at least once per month.
Furthermore, the customers and partners of RDI activities and services also receive the newsletter.
The interviewed external stakeholders were mostly interested in following the performance
measures and attractiveness of the institution, and were satisfied with the quality of information
that they receive.

4.2 Functioning of the quality system at different
organisational levels and units

The SeAMK board steers strategy work by appointing a preparatory working group and by
approving the strategy. The board’s main roles in the quality management are to oversee that the
institution is working towards the set strategic goals, and to annually review the quality system.
To this regard, the interviewed members of the board were satisfied with the quality system
and the information it produces and saw that the system is effective in picking up issues to be
discussed by the board. The quality manager also participates in the board meetings when quality
matters are discussed, which assures rapid flow of information regarding development needs in
the quality system. The board felt that the communication with the management is fluent and
issues do not come as surprises to the board’s agenda.

Based on the interviews, the quality system functions strongest at the management level and
at the same time is functionally blended with strategic and operations management. The ways
of operation follow the principles that are stated in the quality manual. The quality system’s
approaches draw the common structure for the everyday work in the schools while the processes
and guidelines are seen as the practical tools. When it comes to the management of degree
programmes, the support from the quality system is not yet at its best. The biggest problem in
this respect, which has also been recognised by the institution, is that a lot of the information
that the system produces is currently aggregated only at the school level and as such is not always
suited for analysis regarding individual degree programmes. SeAMK is encouraged to continue
with their plans to enrich the programme-level information production.
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SeAMK has unified the quality system greatly during recent years, along organisational restructuring.
Based on the interviews, the staff felt that this work has paid off and the unified guidelines and
processes in the quality system now give a common, effective basis for the operations, making it
easy to work within schools and enabling co-operation between schools. Further school specific
guidance is nevertheless allowed, adding necessary flexibility to the system.

4.3 Quality culture

The main structure of division of responsibilities — schools led by deans and institution-wide
working groups led by led by the president, directors or managers - appeared as effective to
the audit team, although the high number of working groups raises doubts about the workload
generated by them. The audit team notes that this was not brought up as a problem in the audit
interviews, but nonetheless advises SeAMK to assess the resource efficiency of the structure and
to pay attention to the information flow and co-operation between the working groups. Overall,
the audit team sees that the EFQM model has been used by SeAMK well in the sense of how
its vertical approaches ensure the effectiveness of the quality system through the organisation.
During the interviews, several people expressed their support for the EFQM model stating that
its operational guidelines are helpful in their daily work on quality management.

The audit team noticed a great amount of commitment at all levels during the audit visit. The
board is interested, and gives targets to operational leaders, also in matters relating to quality.
The deans are committed to their responsibilities. In the interviews, the staff felt that it is almost
impossible to be unaware of the goals of the schools and of the school’s performance against the
goals, as the deans are closely following the situation and discussing it regularly in staff meetings.
The staff saw the top management to be interested in the development of SeAMK and accessible
when needed. As one example, the staff mentioned open events organised by the president for
sharing and discussing ideas. Active outreach of the management towards external stakeholders
is a further sign of commitment towards the responsibilities.

The quality system also includes approaches that support the enhancement of quality culture.
According to the definitions of the quality manual, the people s involvement and dialogne with people
approaches aim to empower the staff to take an active role, both within the institution and
towards society. As confirmed by the interviews with staff, the single most important tool for
staff members are the various working groups, which enable wide participation of staff in the
development work. By having a participatory meeting culture, the working groups encourage
their members to take responsibility of working towards shared goals. The audit team sees the
fact that these working methods and principles are laid out in the quality manual, and were also
seen in practice, as strong evidence for the commitment towards embedding of quality culture
to the everyday work at SeAMK. The institution has produced a reflective self-evaluation report,
which the audit team feels can serve as a good tool to improve its operations, and which is further
evidence of a functioning quality culture.

26



5

Development of the
quality system

The quality system at SeAMK is based on the EFQM model, which has served as a stable ground for
developing the system since 2005. The institution has established approaches and processes that aim
to promote and advance the continuous development of quality culture, management processes and
development of the quality system. Several quantitative performance indicators and regular procedures
for evaluating the management processes help the institution to identify the system’s strengths and
areas in need of development. Development work within the system is mostly systematic and effective.
The further development of the overall system is not yet part of the regular development cycles. The
development of the quality system after the first audit and follow-up audit has been systematic. The
system works better than before.

The development of the quality system is at a developing stage.

5.1 Procedures for developing the quality system

According to the self-evaluation report, SeAMK’s procedures to develop its quality system comprise
decision-making on the underlying framework of the quality system, overall evaluations of the
system by external parties, self-evaluations on the system’s effectiveness, annual reviews of the quality
descriptions and performance indicators, and thematic evaluations of the institution’s operations.

The effectiveness of the quality system is assessed every one to two years through self-evaluations,
which have been targeted at the school or degree programme levels. Most of the self-evaluations
since 2006 have been performed using the EFQM assessment tools, but the latest two have been
conducted against the FINEEC audit criteria for samples of degree education. According to
the self-evaluation report, attention in these evaluations is paid to the development of quality
descriptions, and on procedures in practice.
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In addition to the self-evaluations, an annual review of the quality system’s elements — approaches,
processes and performance indicators - is conducted in order to make adjustments either to practices
or quality descriptions in order to achieve the objectives. Based on the interviews, the processes
are given the highest priority in these developing efforts. The quality manual’s regulations for
review are taken seriously and work effectively. The interviewees could easily give examples of
changes made to the processes during the annual updates. The responsibilities for the annual
review are defined in the quality manual. The management team and the working groups have
most of the review responsibilities. The annual review of quality descriptions and indicators are
part of the measures of the resource planning and quality management annual calendars. The
working groups may deviate from the review schedule if necessary and reschedule their tasks
over the course of the year as appropriate, taking into account the workload and scope of the task.

This structured, systematic review of approaches and processes functions well and has been used to
harmonise roles, processes and guidelines in order to create more efficient quality processes. One
good example of the results of the quality work, recognised by the audit team, are well-developed
quality processes regarding managing external stakeholders. In this field, feedback-loops are
clearly closed and feedback results are put to systematic use.

The quality system does require continuous updating efforts and has permeated the organisation
at all hierarchical levels. Therefore, the workload is distributed across many actors and the audit
visit gave evidence that people at SeAMK generally do not see their quality duties as too time-
consuming. This is in line with the self-evaluation report, which stated that the workload generated
by the quality system is reasonable. However, based on the interviews, the audit team sees that
the annual review cycle is rather short and often leads to only minor changes. Development of
the system on an as-needed-basis could increase efficiency and reduce the standard workload for
those who are heavily involved in the quality management system. By lowering the efforts for
maintaining and updating the quality system, more resources could be used for other quality
work, such as answering to the changing requirements of teachers, students and management.

The institution’s evaluation activities include also thematic evaluations, conducted by external
parties, which can target various functions. Thematic evaluations in recent years have covered,
for example, international activities, the Provincial University service, RDI activities, and
communications and marketing. The audit visit showed that the results from these evaluations
are known within the institution to some extent but rarely used systematically for development
purposes. As an exception, the external evaluation of the FramiPro concept could serve as a good
example for successful use of external evaluation results. During the audit visit it became clear
that the results had been systematically used to further develop the pedagogical concept of the
programme and had resulted in structural improvements of the programme.

While all individual elements of the quality system are assessed and developed in a systematic
manner, procedures governing the development of the overall quality system regarding the
underlying set-up should be developed. It is clear from the interviews that top management
has a good understanding of the pros and cons of the EFQM model. Still, it is the audit team’s
impression that a more systematic understanding of the limitations of the framework would be
beneficial. Developing such procedures would enable SeAMK to better adjust its quality system

28



to match the strategic choices, and to provide the best information possible for determining the
long-term direction of the institution. When developing the system, the strategic goals of the
institution and the workload created by both, the system and the development of the system, should
be monitored. Also, attention should be paid to how system level changes affect the individual
parts of the system and how changes in small details can affect the entire system.

The audit team witnessed a high quality culture throughout the community, which could be
utilised also for participative development activities regarding the overall quality system. This
could increase the usability and understanding of the quality system. A broader participation
could also lead to a more systematic identification of good practices and their integration into
the overall system. Increasing cooperation between schools, and between working groups in
developing the system could benefit the quality processes in teaching and learning, as well as in
RDI and the integration of the two.

5.2 Development work after the previous audit

Commitment to the EFQM model and support by the board for it, have been continuously strong
since the model was adopted by SeAMK in 2005. According to the interviews, SeAMK has realised
the need to customise the EFQM model to respond to the needs of a higher education institution.
Based on the self-evaluation report, significant progress has been made in developing the EFQM
model further, also after the previous audit.

SeAMK’s quality system has been subject to external audits by FINHEEC® in 1999, 2006, and 2009
(re-audit). The recommendations of the 2009 re-audit report addressed several points for the
development of SeAMK’s quality management activities, which could be summarised as follows:

= Clarification of the scope, responsibilities and resource planning of the quality system,
development of the integration of the quality system and management, strengthening
of the operational wholes of continuous improvement, and improving the usability of
performance data

= Improving the clarity and communication of the quality manual

= Inclusion of students in the development of quality work and development of the quality
competence of staff

= Development of the internal evaluation of the quality system.

SeAMK has shown great effort in reducing the amount of approaches, processes and indicators.
Based on the audit visit, this has resulted in a less complex system that leads to more transparency
for all actors. The audit team notes that the connection between the quality system and management
is now efficient (see Chapter 4). Responsibilities for the quality system’s elements are well divided,
although the institution could still develop the ways to visualise responsibilities (see Chapter 3.1).
A lower number of indicators makes the follow-up and operations management easier, however,

5The Finnish Higher Education Evaluation Council (FINHEEC) is one of the former organisations that merged into FINEEC
on 1 May 2014.
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the institution could pay attention to the development of strategy-based qualitative indicators
and the usability of performance data could be further improved at the degree programme level
(see Chapter 4.1).

Students’ role has been increased and they now participate in quality work in a systematic manner,
for example, through memberships in the working groups. During the interviews it was also said
that the inclusion of a student representative to the board had strengthened the board’s work.
Attention has been paid to the communication of the quality policy (see chapter 3.2) and the
interviewees felt that the quality documentation is accessible and links the quality system to the
actual operations. This, and the participative working groups now serve a practical function to
develop the quality competence of the staff.
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6

Quality management of the
institution’s core duties

6.1 Degree education

Quality management of degree education at SeAMK is taken very seriously by the top management, the
academic leadership, teachers and students. The goals that are set out in the strategy of the institution
provide a framework for quality indicators and advance the focus of the quality system. In many areas
the quality system is fit to provide useful information that can be used by quality actors to detect potential
for development. A strong feedback culture provides valuable data on student satisfaction and external
stakeholders and is contextualised with statistics from SeAMK’s student administration. A high level
of participation by both teachers and students, as well as external stakeholders in quality management
procedures, strengthens the impact of the quality system. The continuous development of key support
services is well integrated in the quality system.

The quality management of degree education is at a developing stage.

Functioning of the quality management procedures

SeAMK has set its goals in degree education in its strategy. The main objectives are aimed at offering
working-life oriented programmes across a range of different disciplines in an international and
entrepreneurial environment. The diverse use of pedagogical methods of a digitised world and the
strengthening of the regional competence base are also mentioned as goals. During the audit visit
these goals, set in the strategy and quality manual were reaffirmed to be the following: satisfied
students, competent students who are successful in the job market, teaching and learning processes
that keep abreast with the times and evolve in content, an effective and efficient education process.
These goals are clearly defined and operationalised within the quality system.
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The self-evaluation report defines also as a goal that learning outcomes in the degree programmes
are relevant to workplaces and described in a concrete and transparent way. The programme
descriptions, and the interviews with the board and representatives from the samples of degree
programmes gave clear evidence that these goals are shared among all relevant actors. In the audit
team’s opinion, quality system in education works well in setting harmonised goals.

In all interviews it became clear that the quality management procedures of education are well
established throughout the organisation. The procedures are defined following the approaches
of the EFQM model. On a meta-level, the management of processes approach warrants that each
key process has a standardised description, which specifies the implementation stages, actors and
responsibilities and the required documentation, and that the processes are systematically and
regularly updated. A special focus on education is set in four EFQM approaches, where the basic
rules for the development of education and RDI activities, implementation of education and RDI activities,
marketing of education and RDI activities and customer relationship management in education and RDI
activities are described. The audit visit confirmed that these approaches work well in the sense
that they provide a clear hierarchy of goals and rules, and act as a basis for the methodological
solutions used when planning and implementing the educational provision.

The approaches are complemented with a set of 12 processes that relate to education. The processes
lay out very clear steps for curriculum planning and curriculum review, course implementation and
traineeship, which was confirmed in practice in the interviews of the sample degree programmes
(see Chapter 6.2). Also the processes for counselling and advising, open UAS studies, academic
library services, internationalisation and the admissions and student services are clearly defined
in the quality manual. Overall, the audit team’s view is that the quality system provides concrete
instructions that lead to transparent planning throughout the institution and to high quality
implementation of education and support services.

According to the institution’s strategy, the development of pedagogy is focused on the diverse use
of the pedagogical methods of a digitised world and the strengthening of the regional competence
base. SeAMK wants its education to be up-to-date, effective, results-oriented, delivered efficiently,
and continuously regenerated. The interviews showed that the leadership is aware of the challenge
to develop pedagogy in four schools with different roots. A student-centred approach is followed
to support the learning process and to increase student success, as well as faculty motivation. In
the interviews, student-centred learning at SeAMK was explained as putting the students’ needs
for education first and looking at their learning demands. The student-centred approach also
becomes apparent in the close and regular monitoring of student satisfaction. The institution has
developed standard processes for the recognition of prior learning, and is currently planning a
project that aims to facilitate turning competences acquired from work into academic competences.
The audit team encourages SeAMK to continue the project.

Pedagogical development at SeAMK takes place mostly within the curriculum development of
individual degree programmes, and no institution-wide concept of pedagogy was witnessed during
the audit visit. The development of a learning theory based pedagogical approach could clarify
SeAMK’s concept of teaching and learning and serve as a basis for the roles of students, teachers
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and working life representatives in it. The development of this kind of pedagogical approach
could further strengthen the connection of quality management of education with identified
development goals and strategic choices of SeAMK.

Despite a lack of a common pedagogical concept, the emphasis on student-centred teaching is
very high throughout the institution. One promising example of this is the project-based learning
environment FramiPro, which brings together students across schools to work on work-life
related problems (see Chapter 7). However, the topic of digitalisation was only mentioned in
passing during the audit visit, and was not discussed in terms of the development of practices.
The interviews confirmed that SeAMK’s quality system has identified digitalisation as a trend in
society, but it seemed that this trend has not yet been truly taken into account in the development
of education throughout the institution.

Attempts to make the curriculum more comprehensive by introducing more basic studies and
by including generic skills that are needed in the working life have so far been successful at the
programme level. However, despite the fact that both education and RDI activities are described
using the same approaches, there is only little mentioning of cooperation between RDI and
education across the approaches and across organisational units. During the audit visit, very
satisfied teachers and students gave a good indication of the enhancement effect that the school-
specific development groups have. The evaluation of the programme samples showed that good
practices or issues are sometimes shared across the different schools. This has, however, not yet
been institutionalised into a systematic exchange between schools. The institution-wide effect
of development work done within the degree programmes could profit from a stronger exchange
of ideas and experiences across schools and combining them towards building common concepts
for pedagogy.

Currently, the quality system does not include ways to follow at an overall level how curriculum
development corresponds to the strategic choices of SeAMK. Since curriculum development is
one of the strategic goals, the audit team sees that it should also be reflected in the monitoring
system. In order to provide instruments to show changes and development history, qualitative
data could be used. This could also help in avoiding dangers of decreasing quality in exchange
for higher performance in quantitative indicators of the national funding model. One possible
option could be brief regular internal reports on the study programmes and their development.
In addition to quantitative performance data, these reports could include qualitative data across
schools and comments by the programme and school management on what changes occurred
and why certain actions were taken. If these reports were then exchanged and discussed within
the institution, it could aid the process of identifying common challenges and best practices.

SeAMK has a total of 19 indicators for education. The quality system divides them into quality
indicators, funding indicators and complementary indicators. Based on the audit visit, the indicators
are followed closely and their evaluation is institutionalised. The use of indicators and the clear
presentation has led to a wide understanding of relevant strategic goals in degree education, and to
awell-developed understanding among teachers of important funding indicators. However, some
strategic goals have not yet been translated into indicators that are used throughout the institution.
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SeAMK could increase the efficiency of its quality system by increasing the understanding of the
different indicators and how they correlate, scrapping superfluous indicators, and developing new
indicators that match the strategy more closely.

Overall, the performance indicators collected at SeAMK and the interviews showed very high
levels of satisfaction with the institution’s performance. SeAMK is to be commended particularly
for the increase in the number of students who complete 55 credits in a year, a key indicator of
the funding model, since it became clear in the interviews that a strategic decision was made to
increase that number, and this goal was achieved in a systematic way. The institution could benefit
significantly from using this systematic approach also for future issues.

Since awareness of the indicators and the respective strategic goals varies, not all feedback loops
have yet been successfully closed. The exchange of best practices regarding the handling of
indicators and using them for systematic development across schools could be used as a starting
point. Best practices could concern certain practices in delivering high quality education or
handling certain evaluative data. The exchange between schools and top management could also
lead to the development of new indicators to support following-up on graduates after graduation.

Student feedback is taken very seriously throughout the institution. Student feedback is collected
in standardised course evaluations, graduate exit surveys, and a biennial student barometer survey.
Based on the interviews, also direct feedback from students to teachers outside of standardised
evaluations is an important mode of participation. Student feedback of either form is often used
for the further development of curricula.

Participation in quality work

Responsibilities are assigned in the quality manual where each of the quality system’s approaches
for education is assigned a responsible person or working group. The working group of education
is led by the development manager of education and is in charge of monitoring, updating and
developing the approaches, processes and indicators within education.

The audit visit showed that throughout the quality management organisation all relevant personnel
groups are represented. Particularly the cooperation between the management team, led by the
president, and the UAS working groups, led by a director or a manager, seemed to be working very
well. Further relevant experts from the organisation also participate when deemed necessary and
cooperation is generally seen to be very fruitful.

Furthermore, school-specific management teams are usually led by the dean and are responsible
for the effectiveness and coordination of processes within the school. Based on the interviews,
school-specific management teams cooperate with other schools on an ad-hoc basis. To increase
the benefit of exchanging experiences and good practices across different schools, a more
institutionalised cooperation could be of use.
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Students have an active role in the quality work in education. They have representatives in working
groups and contribute to internal assessments and evaluations. However, students reported in the
interviews that interaction between students from different schools with regard to the quality
management occurs rather infrequently. Students could be offered more opportunities to foster
cooperation across degree programmes. Different project learning environments could be a good
platform to start this.

External stakeholders are also given a voice through evaluations and representation on the board.
Particularly regarding thesis projects and the new FramiPro learning environment, external
stakeholders from regional companies and public actors are in very close contact with the institution.
However, the inclusion of external stakeholders in the field of education is not at the same level
of institutionalisation as for instance the inclusion of student feedback. According to SeAMK’s
strategy, the planning and continuous development of educational provision should be strengthened
by the inclusion of external stakeholders. Based on the audit material and interviews, this has
not yet turned into an institution-wide practice and the level varies between degree programmes.
The audit team felt that the Business Management programme (see Chapter 6.2.3) has arrived at
a highly systematic and institutionalised way of involvement of external stakeholders, and could
serve as a good example also for other programmes.

Quality management of key support services

The quality system at SeAMK provides graphical charts and procedural instructions also for
the use of support services. For the support services, the operating instructions and guidelines
in particular proved to be very important. The quality pages are used in everyday work and are
kept up-to-date. Changes and improvements are brought forward by all support services equally.
They are usually discussed with the administration director and the president and then prepared
for implementation. Support services are also represented in relevant UAS working groups. The
library, for example, is represented in the RDI and education working groups and has helped to
develop new guidelines for the publication process.

The audit visit showed that all support services are well integrated into the core duties (see Chapter
6.3 for more on the library services, and 6.4 for more on Communications and Marketing). Multiple
options for communication with schools and deans are institutionalised. Support services are
regularly invited to group meetings with members from the schools, as well as regular meetings
with the top management of the institution. Additionally, the support services teams are active
quality actors at SeAMK in developing the system and show a high level of ownership for their
respective processes. Change projects are created based on regularly collected feedback and critical
reflections of potential process improvements, which increases the quality of support services
at SeAMK.
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6.2 Samples of degree education

6.2.1 Degree Programme in Mechanical Engineering

Quality management procedures in the Bachelor’s Degree Programme in Mechanical Engineering play
an important role in the development and delivery of the programme. Teachers and students share a
high motivation to work together. The performance of the programme is closely monitored by those
in charge of the programme and relevant adjustments are made timely and systematically in order
to provide a working life oriented curriculum. This good development work is also seen in the results
confirmed by the performance indicators. Teachers, students and other stakeholders from working life
are actively involved in quality work.

The quality management of the Degree Programme in Mechanical Engineering is at a developing stage.

The Bachelor’s Degree Programme in Mechanical and Production Engineering has been offered
since 2004. The programme has two specialisation options: Automotive and Transportation
Engineering or Mechanical and Production Engineering. All engineering programmes in the
School of Technology are based on a common core and optional subject studies that focus on
the specialisation. The programme carries a total of 240 credits and the recommended duration
is 4 years. The programme has approximately 380 students and the annual intake is around 60.

Quality management related to the planning of educational provision

SeAMK’s quality system sets the guidelines for the planning of the degree programme, and the
programme curriculum is regularly updated following the common processes. Based on the
interviews, staff of the programme follow these guidelines closely and see the quality management
system as a helpful instrument for the provision of constantly high quality curricula. The
most recent curriculum update took place in 2015, and, according to the self-evaluation, more
comprehensive curriculum reforms are carried out every 3-5 years.

SeAMK’s strategy emphasises close links to the region and its industrial and commercial sector.
One form of input for curriculum reform is the use of personal contacts of staff members to the
industry. This feedback is then shared in staff meetings with the group of teachers and used for the
development of the programme. The audit visit showed that feedback from regional companies
and workplace related issues are regularly taken into account when developing the programme.
The audit team sees this as a strength of the programme as it manages to meet current industry
needs very well. The programme could benefit from a higher degree of institutionalisation of
these procedures. Analysing also broader perspectives on future trends in the job market, and
participating actively in developing the industry in the region, could be valuable additions to the
process, to maintain high levels of employability. With its great networks in the region, the audit
team’s opinion is that the programme is well equipped for these future tasks.
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The self-evaluation states that intended learning outcomes must describe matters that have a
concrete meaning in the world of work, they should be updated according to the needs of real-
life workplaces and they must compile objectives into broader wholes. Learning outcomes in the
Mechanical Engineering programme description are presented as general competences and subject-
specific, engineering competences. Based on the audit material, the course descriptions are of varying
quality. The audit visit gave evidence that the development process currently does not set any
formal requirements for how detailed the programme descriptions should be. The course and
degree programme level descriptions of the programme should be further developed to give more
useful information to students and other stakeholders. The planning and assessment of student
workload could also benefit from exchange with other programmes at SeAMK. Creating SeAMK-
wide or school specific guidelines for the details of curriculum development - such as workload
calculation, learning outcome formulation or competence analysis - could further structure the
process and support the harmonisation of programme descriptions. Overall, the audit team sees
that the programme is well structured, and the interplay of common core and specialisation works
well according to the interviewed staff and students.

Students in the programme have several opportunities to include applied RDI activities in their
personal curriculum: practical training periods, thesis projects and project studies (in the FramiPro
or Projektipaja workshop learning environments) provide students with opportunities to further
develop their professional learning objectives. The programme supports students’ participation
in working-life-oriented learning projects very actively. The participation of external partners
is well documented in the quality system’s thesis process and received very positive feedback
during the audit visit.

The programme offers a multi-modal delivery option for adult students. The curriculum is
designed to offer these students flexible opportunities for combining work and study through
evening classes and multi-modal learning. Personal learning plans are used as needed. During the
interviews, students reported that the multi-modal learning processes are well established and
individual student needs are very well met by teaching staff, teaching methods and the digital
learning environment.

Quality management related to the implementation of educational provision

The programme uses a broad range of teaching methods. Project-based learning plays an integral
role in the programme. Besides a variety of classroom-based delivery methods other learning
environments are also used, for example in the form of practical training, laboratories, thesis
projects, and project workshops. Students also have a possibility for international exchange studies,
or even for completing a double degree in a German partner university.

Practical training periods and thesis projects are based on an agreement between the student, the
supervisor and a representative of the workplace, and follow the clear steps set by the quality
system. The interaction between students, SeAMK and external stakeholders with regard to
traineeship and thesis work was proven to be working well in the interviews.
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Students reported very good support by teaching staff and administration in managing their everyday
administrative issues such as registering for a course, finding information on assignments or submitting
feedback. The student administration system and the multiple information channels are used efficiently.
Staff and programme management closely follow up on student satisfaction and student needs through
formal collection of feedback and informally through close student tutoring. The audit team found
the methods to promote student well-being manifold. They include feedback and discussion events
designed for students, regular group meetings led by a tutor, peer support from other group members,
the services and events of the student union, and student welfare services. Study guidance is based on
the institution’s study guidance plan. Based on the interviews, students are given advice and counselling
throughout the programme with particular focus on the needs of the project-based learning.

Following SeAMK’s practice, the teachers of the degree programme have an annual performance review
with the supervisor, which includes agreement on measures related to competence development.
Besides regular trainings, job rotation and continuing education or overseas trips are used to develop
competences. This is evidence for good cooperation between the programme and the education manager.
According to the self-evaluation report, workplace wellbeing is further supported by commitment
to the guidelines set out in the HR manual, but this was not discussed in detail during the audit visit.

A high level of satisfaction from students and teachers was evident during the interviews and goes
in line with SeAMK’s strategy for a highly cooperative learning environment. Student satisfaction
has continually increased over the last four years, as have also the indicators concerning study
progression and graduation. The audit team sees this as good evidence of the effectiveness of
development work in the programme.

Participation in quality work

The quality culture in the programme is well developed and all actors play an active role. Curriculum
planning is implemented by team-work from teachers. Also, the inclusion of students and external
stakeholders in curriculum planning and curriculum delivery is effective and becomes obvious
in a high degree of awareness of quality processes. The high motivation of students and teachers
to work together leads to very high commitment to quality work.

During the interviews, teachers were particularly well aware of the relevance of proper planning
and regular evaluation and feedback. Also students understood quite well the options for feedback
that are provided at SeAMK. Needs of students are collected also through participative processes
and lead to further development of the programme. One example that was given during the audit
interviews was individual support, such as extra teaching material or support in projects with
companies, to students on an as-needed-basis in order to ensure high learning outcomes.

Throughout the audit visit, the programme could clearly show that the quality system guided
everyone’s work. This was particularly visible, for example, in the planning of credits and workload,
which is done jointly by the teaching staff and the programme director. Students are involved in
regular assessments of the workload and due to the quality culture in the programme they can
quite easily trigger developments.
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6.2.2 Master's Degree Programme in Development and

Management of Social Work and Health Care

Quality management procedures in the Master’s Degree Programme in Development and Management
of Social Work and Health Care function well, which can be seen in the results confirmed by performance
indicators. The quality system’s approaches and processes support the development of the programme
and the ways of implementing, as well as curriculum planning and delivery responding to the needs
of workplaces. Teachers, students and other stakeholders from working life are actively involved in
quality work.

The quality management of Master’s Degree Programme in Development and Management of Social
Work and Health Care is at a developing stage.

Master’s Degree Programme in Development and Management of Social Work and Health Care
has been offered at SeAMK since 2009. A new student group of approximately 20 students is
admitted every other year. The programme carries a total of 90 credits, and the recommended
duration is 1.5 years. The curriculum is delivered through modules, which consist of 3 - 5 study
units. The master’s thesis, 30 credits, is a major part of the programme. Most of the students are
at the same time in the working life.

Quality management related to the planning of educational provision

The curriculum preparation emphasises the concreteness, evolution and multidisciplinarity of
learning outcomes with concrete meaning to the working life. Studies have been divided into
five modules, which are development and management, workplace research and evaluation, and
the development of workplace practices completed by the thesis process and elective studies.

Intended learning outcomes are described as students’ competences in a concrete way. Furthermore,
the curriculum includes generic competences such as innovation competence and competence in development
of workplace practices. Accessibility of the descriptions is supported by a chart, which compiles
the components and courses together with a description of the chronological order of studies.

According to the self-evaluation report, the evolution of learning outcomes is ensured by annual
curriculum updates, following SeAMK’s processes. First the staff prepares a draft of learning
outcomes, which is then discussed with external stakeholders and students. Then, a final version
is developed for approval.

The programme emphasises responding to the needs of workplaces in planning the educational
provision. The strongest links in this regard are the thesis projects, which almost always have
topics that come from the students’ own workplaces. However, it can be asked how well individual
workplaces are aware of the wider future challenges in the field, and how students get the wider
perspective when the main working life input comes from their own workplaces. To a certain
degree, this is solved in the programme by monthly contact periods where students share their
experiences to analyse the bigger picture. The audit team recommends that the programme
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strengthen the ways in which students are facilitated to look at local problems as part of a bigger
picture, even from a global perspective. The audit team also sees that the programme could take
the integration of different competences, also across SeAMK’s schools, into account in a more
systematic way when planning education. This would increase students’ possibilities to achieve
competences for producing new innovations, which is identified as one of SeAMK’s generic
competences.

Links between the programme and RDI activities are based mainly on students’ thesis works, which
are linked to the working life. The aim is to regenerate practices and approaches of organisations,
which in practice means that students work on various questions and practical development ideas
from the working life. In the audit team’s opinion the development effect could be enhanced by
following the impacts of thesis works in the target organisations, and by the deeper integration
of individual thesis projects into SeAMK’s RDI projects.

The self-evaluation report relates life-long learning to ensuring the suitability of delivery methods
to mature students, the flexibility of the programme, and the recognition of prior learning.
Students’ interest in a programme and the biennial admission cycle are presented as criteria for
following the implementation of life-long learning. To support the development of the lifelong
leaning aspects, SeAMK could benefit from creating ways to follow the working life success, or
further education, of graduated students.

As mentioned, cooperation with working life is on solid grounds. However, the interviews revealed
that the competences of UAS’s master degrees are not always well known among employers.
This is in line with other research results, and should be taken seriously into account in planning
education in cooperation with working life. Follow-up on the recognition of the degree could
also be planned.

Quality management related to the implementation of educational provision

The quality management of the programme’s implementation is linked to ensuring diversity,
which is tackled by using a team teaching method. Overall, the procedures seemed to the audit
team to be systematic and established and related to the programme’s objectives as they are
currently defined.

The student group is instructed and guided by two teachers during the two-day contact periods.
The pedagogy is built around the thesis process, as well as the practice of having monthly contact
periods. Assessment methods are mainly based on different kinds of assignments while exams are
rarely used. In between the contact sessions students work independently on their thesis projects
and assignments related to courses. According to the interviews, the programme encourages pairwise
work and uses methods to support group formation in the beginning of studies. This appears
to work well, as an excellent group spirit could be witnessed also in the interview of graduated
students of the programme, and the student groups keep tight contact even after graduation. This
natural interaction between students and with teachers is also an important factor for student
wellbeing in the programme, in addition to SeAMK’s common services.
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As most students work alongside their studies, and their thesis topics also come from their
workplaces, the workplaces become one of the main learning environments in the programme.
This can pose challenges, as the capacity of the workplaces for support and guidance varies.
According to interviews, if the challenges cannot be solved, the student can complete the thesis
and development work for some other organisation, which in practice does not happen often.
The audit team’s view is that a broader scope of learning environments would lessen this risk, and
could also help the programme to provide the students a wider view to the field’s future trends
and preparing them for the ever changing world of work. This is important also because, based on
the interviews, graduated students often change workplaces to find jobs that correspond better
to their new competences.

The programme staff is only four full-time teachers, and there are also part-time teachers
involved in the delivery, so regarding staff development and well-being, the programme follows
the procedures of the School and the SeAMK-wide practices (see Chapter 6.2.1). The audit team
commends the various possibilities to develop competences of staff.

The indicators used (attraction and admission rates, credits per attending students, discontinuation
of studies) are meaningful and show the enhancement effect of the quality work in the programme.
The audit team sees that there could be additional indicators to follow the employment rates and
job positions of graduated students, and the impacts of development work done by students. This
information would also be relevant for the future development of the programme.

Participation in quality work

The whole teaching team is responsible for the curriculum work, including the development
of contents and methods. During the audit visit it became clear that teachers have a close and
continuous relationship with workplaces, which is used also for curriculum updates. While the
discussions with external stakeholders offer them possibilities to influence the competence
descriptions in the programme, the audit team feels that the role of external stakeholders could still
be more proactive in bringing ideas of future competence needs to the curriculum development.

Student feedback is collected at the end of each contact period and through an annual electronic
survey. Also informal, face-to-face feedback was seen as important. Based on the interviews,
students’ feedback and opinions are taken seriously into account when developing the programme’s
implementation, and students are actively involved in developing the ways of implementation.
However, the audit team feels that students could be given more ways to participate in the
continuous development of the learning outcomes and programme descriptions.

Stakeholder feedback is collected via teachers’ and students’ contacts with employers, for example
in conjunction with thesis work. To widen the scope of stakeholder feedback, the participation of
graduates of the programme could be a valuable addition to the current system. In the audit team’s
view, this could provide additional information to ensure the development of the curriculum to
better respond also to rising future challenges.
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6.2.3 Degree Programme in Business Management

Quality management procedures in the Bachelor’s Degree Programme in Business Management provide
excellent support for the development and delivery of the programme. The systematic and well-established
ways that the programme is developed are seen, for example, in the way the learning outcomes guide
the teaching, learning and assessment. The programme director and the staff of the programme are
highly committed to the continuous development of the programme. Students and stakeholders are also
involved in a systematic manner in both the planning and implementation of the programme.

The quality management of the Degree Programme in Business Management is at an advanced stage.

The Bachelor’s Degree Programme in Business Management has been running since 1992. It
has evolved over the years but still seeks to provide the same core offering for students: a solid
practical competence for business, emphasising an area of expertise chosen by the student. A
student may choose individual modules or concentrate on one of the four fields of specialisation:
financial management, marketing, business operations development or international business.
The programme has approximately 530 students and an annual intake of 150 students. The
recommended duration of studies is 3.5 years. The studies include a practical training period of
30 credits and a 15 credits thesis.

Quality management related to the planning of educational provision

Planning the Degree Programme in Business Management takes place through informal discussions
among teaching staff on curriculum development throughout the year. The interviews with both
staff and students confirmed a strong focus on practical competence for businesses already in
the planning and developing phase. In addition, the interviews with staff members gave several
examples on staff’s discussions not only about current issues around the content and planning
of the programme but also about the awareness of future challenges for the programme. The
impression from the interviews was that the staff members came across as a unified group where
quality management is discussed on a regular basis in a structured and systematic way. As an
example of well-established quality culture, the interview with staff members provided evidence
of important insights among staff members when it comes to issues like distinguishing between
entrepreneurship and new business start-ups, between practical problem solving and critical
reflections on knowledge and teaching.

The programme carries out annual curriculum updates and a more comprehensive curriculum
reform every 3-5 years, following SeAMK’s practice. The self-evaluation states that the intended
learning outcomes must describe matters that have a concrete meaning to the working life, they
should be updated according to the needs of real-life workplaces and they must compile objectives
into broader wholes. This also provides the basis for course assessment and the work-life relevance
of the programme. Multidisciplinarity is supported by generic competences and subject specific
competences and general themes.
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Based on the audit material and interviews, the programme description and the individual
module descriptions are well developed and readily available to students. A high awareness of
the relevance of the learning outcomes among the teachers was seen during the interviews. This
leads to continuous improvement and adaption to student needs in the learning environment, for
example supplementing lectures with further exercises during an implementation if it is noted
that the learning outcomes would not be reached.

The programme has a very strong focus on providing practical skills for working life in business
throughout the curriculum. This is concluded in the thesis projects, which are almost always
carried out as real-life assignments for a company or other organisation outside SeAMK.

The self-evaluation report states that requirements for the quality of RDI activities that are integrated into
education include the compatibility of RDI assignments with learning objectives. These challenges are
addressed by practical training periods including development assignments, project courses and studies
and theses. Based on the interviews, the audit team confirms the programme’s own evaluation that
there is a need to further encourage students to fully utilise opportunities offered by RDI assignments.

Quality management related to the implementation of educational provision

Responsibility for the programme’s curriculum delivery mainly lies with teachers or teacher teams
in charge of individual courses. Teaching methods and learning environments are chosen and
implemented based on the general guidelines set out in the curriculum, for example in the form of
practical training, virtual enterprise activities, thesis projects, learning in the business incubator,
intensive courses or international student exchange. Participation in the FramiPro programme
(see Chapter 7.1) is actively encouraged. One good example of the practical, working-life oriented
approach is already from the first year of studies. The students have traditional lectures in the
basic subjects, but the theory is almost immediately applied to practice in so-called virtual enterprise
activities, where the students simulate a real company, working in small teams.

Assessment methods are correspondingly diverse. In addition to more traditional ways, assessment
can in part be carried out as self or peer assessments or, in case of projects with external clients,
also client assessment. Based on the audit material, the assessment methods are well in line with
the learning outcomes and support the development of the intended competences.

The self-evaluation report states that the various learning environments support the pedagogical
diversity of learning methods, but that increasing the diversity continues to be a development
goal. The audit team agrees with the programme’s own analysis, particularly as the variety in
teaching methods was already highly appreciated by the interviewed students.

Student wellbeing is supported by SeAMK’s common services, which were known to the interviewed
students. In addition, the students brought up that the teachers are easily reachable, in person or by
email. Also study plans are discussed individually with a teacher. Staff’s competence development
and wellbeing follows SeAMK’s practice and includes the same versatile components than previously
discussed regarding the Degree Programme in Mechanical Engineering (see Chapter 6.2.1).
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Based on the audit material and the interviews, the programme has several good practices regarding
the details of quality management of a degree programme that could be benchmarked and used
as inspiration throughout SeAMK. The audit team’s view is that, due to systematic quality work,
the programme is fully in line with the strategic focus of SeAMK: cooperating with the region
through education and RD], particularly focusing on practical training and thesis projects, as well as
cooperative research activities with regional companies that are directly linked to the curriculum.

Participation in quality work

Itis clear from the interviews that the teaching staff is highly involved in quality work regarding the
programme. The whole teaching team participates in the curriculum planning of the programme,
and shares the responsibilities regarding delivery.

Student feedback is collected through course feedback, graduate exit surveys, student participation
in working groups, and discussions during courses. In addition, student forums that are organised
1-2 times per year are utilised to scan student views on the content, level and delivery of the
curriculum. The audit interviews gave evidence that students are very well aware of the requirements
of the curriculum and can give valuable input on, for example the placement of modules in certain
semesters, workload and focus points in the curriculum. Based on the audit visit, this feedback
is highly valued and serves as important source of information when assessing success in the
delivery of the programme. The interviews showed that teachers and students share an open and
development-oriented perspective.

A strong emphasis is placed on stakeholder involvement in both in planning and implementation
of the programme. What stands out in a very positive way is the structured communication with
external stakeholders and how the feedback is integrated and taken into account in both the
planning and implementation of the programme. The audit team was impressed by the systematic
inclusion of external stakeholders to a foresight process that preceded the most recent curriculum
reform. The process included targeted interviews to regional employers and resulted in identified
future competence needs, which could then be utilised when drafting new learning outcomes.

Under normal operations, stakeholder feedback is received via teachers’ contacts with employers
in conjunction with practical training, cooperation on courses and projects, theses and in events
organised by the school. Teachers may also utilise external experts within courses. Visiting lecturers
from business life, as well as practical assignments from firms, are used within courses, and visits
to companies are arranged. In virtual enterprise activities, representatives from local companies
act as mentors for student companies and also visit the classes. The audit team suggests that the
various yet systematic ways of working with external stakeholders would be considered as good
practice for the entire institution.

The interviews and the self-evaluation report provided evidence of a strong quality culture that

is made concrete by good quality management procedures, close and structured relations to
stakeholders, and active staff participation in the planning of the programme.
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6.3 Research, development and innovation activities

Quality management procedures for research, development and innovation activities advance well the
development of regionally oriented project work at SeAMK. They can be seen to advance the achievement of
the goals set for project work and the building of networks in the region. The quality system’s performance
indicators produce information for the development of RDI activities by identification of strengths
and development targets. Personnel groups and students are represented in all of the working groups
of RDI activities, which strengthens their participation in quality work. External stakeholders have an
active role in quality work through the identification of RDI needs of working life. Results confirmed
by performance indicators show the enhancement effect of the quality system.

The quality management of research, development and innovation activities, as well as artistic activities,
is at a developing stage.

Functioning of the quality management procedures

According to the definition in the quality manual, SeAMK’s RDI activities comprise projects and
fee-based services. High-quality RDI activities are a general objective of SeAMK’s quality system.
More precisely, according to the audit material, SeAMK wants to focus on:

1. growing volume of project and service activities, emphasising the trebling of international
funding,

2. responding to the development of challenges of the region’s businesses and other
organisations in the four focus areas (sustainable food solutions, intelligent and energy
efficient systems, thriving and creative individuals and communities, and entrepreneurship,
new business concepts and service innovation), enhancing cooperation and productising
the service offering,

3. linking RDI activities and outputs to and for the benefit of education, and establishing and
leveraging the outputs as a source of innovation activities, as well as

4. enhancing network-based cooperation with regional, national and international researchers
and higher education institutions.

Procedures and actors of quality management of RDI are described in five EFQM approaches,
which are complemented by three processes and five applied procedures.

The development of RDI activities approach focuses on project and service activities as a whole, and
on the development of individual projects or services. The aim is to steer the RDI project and
service portfolio according to the strategy and feedback-based analysis of needs, using evaluations
of project and service ideas. The project preparation process guides the preparation from the idea
stage through different preparatory stages leading to the submission of the application.
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One interesting new tool in this area is the sparring evaluation that takes place at the beginning of
anew project idea when the value of the project would exceed a set threshold. Internal evaluators
who are experts in a given funding source give a critical evaluation of project proposals before they
are presented to the external funder. According to the interviews, this practice has gained high
awareness, and has improved the quality of project proposals. As the evaluators can come from
across schools, the procedure has also increased cooperation within SeAMK. Notwithstanding,
the audit team would like to remind SeAMK to ensure that the system does not become too
mechanical in a sense that it would not leave space for creativity and that it accepts the development
of new openings.

After a project has been approved, its implementation is guided by the project implementation process
that describes the related stages, actors and responsibilities. Correspondingly, services are supported
by the service implementation process, which defines procedures for customer contacts, service
specification, quotation and implementation. The practical work is further supported by several
RDI guidelines, which have recently been harmonised by the RDI working group to be SeAMK-
wide. The interviewed research staff found the new common guidelines to be very helpful. Also,
the new ICT tools facilitate the implementation of the RDI activities by putting guidelines and
information into one source, which appeared as a good practice during the audit visit.

The management of processes approach gives the meta-structure on how processes are described and
developed. As such, it is serving a similar function as in education (see Chapter 6.1) and ensures
that all the approaches and processes are developed in a systematic manner (see Chapter 5.1).

The emphasis in the development goals for RDI is on enhancing the volume and co-operation
with the region, while the development of research methods, or the quality of research, per se,
are not described as priority goals. In this light, the audit team sees that the procedures advance
well the achievement of the goals set. In contrast, the procedures linked to some other RDI
related goals are not as clear. For example, the system does not define how the link between
education and RDI activities is developed and followed. The audit visit showed that teachers
are aware of this challenge, as well as of the need of the integration of different competences
across schools. Furthermore, in the audit team’s view, the systematic development of applied
research work methodologies, to target also the quality of research, could be seen as an important
future focus.

RDI performance is measured by six indicators that produce information about the person-years
of RDI activities, students’ RDI credits, staff members’ publishing activity, external RDI funding,
service revenue, and operating margin of RDI activities. The self-evaluation and the audit visit
showed evidence that the information is used for further development. The RDI working group
follows closely the funding indicators. For example, the group had recently discussed publication
levels and had suggested action to schools and researchers, such as the creation of additional
publication formats. At the school level, the indicators are put to systematic use in operations
management, as discussed in Chapter 4.1.
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Currently all of the indicators are quantitative. The audit team recommends SeAMK to analyse the
need for qualitative indicators that could provide information for the development of, for example,
the quality of research work and publications, or on the impacts of research work and how the
RDI findings are applied. Additionally, systematic information concerning the development of
RDI projects across the institution could promote co-operation between schools.

One important source of information used for the development of RDI activities is customer
feedback surveys. The surveys are conducted systematically for companies that participate in a
common RDI project, or are customers of paid-services. Development of RDI at a broader level
could benefit from a more systematic use of the results of thematic evaluations (see Chapter
5.1), as a degree of uncertainty was seen among the staff during the audit visit when discussing
the topic.

Participation in quality work

The main forum for development is the RDI working group, which is responsible for the annual
development of approaches, processes, indicators and complementary guidelines. The working
group consists of staff representatives from all schools and a student representative. The interviews
showed that cooperation within the RDI working group is working well. The successful process
harmonisation is one example of this. A school-specific perspective is also represented. Regular
communication between the members of the working group and the different schools is used to
transport action requests to the relevant research units. SeAMK is planning to clarify the tasks
of individual working group members in this respect, to further support the information flow.
Within schools deans, the school-specific management teams, education managers, the RDI
manager and the quality coordinator are involved and responsible for the implementation of
procedures in accordance with the quality system.

While the working groups provide one participative forum for discussion and distribution of
information, the challenge is to get everyone involved. The audit team sees that development
of RDI activities could be more inclusive when it comes to sharing one’s own ideas. During the
audit visit the interviewees were ready to produce development ideas, such as new indicators,
when asked but it was not clear that there would ordinarily be forums for this kind of discussion.
Multidisciplinary, participative workshops could be arranged to enable wider participation of
staff and students to the development of research work. Topics of the workshops could include
chosen strategic goals such as deeper integration of RDI and education, or the development of
strategy-related indicators.

The external stakeholders are involved mainly through participation in projects and feedback
collection and the quality system’s processes ensure the participation on this level. The interviewed
stakeholders thought that they are able to influence the development of RDI especially through
providing topics or ideas for projects. Additionally, the zarketing of RDI activities approach appeared
to function well, which was seen in the identification of customer groups being well-established.
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Quality management of key support services

In the self-evaluation, SeAMK identifies the library services as the key support service of RDI,
while the library also serves the education and regional development functions.

The library’s services include the acquisition and provision of materials, online services, loaning
services, guidance on information retrieval, information retrieval training included in curricula and
supporting the staff members’ publishing process. The Library Service processes are steered by
SeAMK’s strategy, internal performance negotiations, and the needs and focus areas of education and
RDI activities. The audit visit showed how SeAMK staff and students can participate in developing
library services, and how customers can influence the development work. The library monitors
and anticipates changes in its operating environment and supports education and RDI activities.

Quality management is focused on the library service process and the complementary internal
procedural instructions of the library. Library’s operation and customer satisfaction are monitored
continuously. The quality management is supported by national common practices and the
library team’s joint practices, which facilitates internal and interactive evaluation, monitoring
and development work. Surveys produce information on how well the library supports students’
studies, and how well printed books respond to staff members’ information requirements. Based
on the interviews, the results have led to the development of the library’s activities. The procedures
are well established and they function effectively, which was confirmed during the audit visit.
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6.4 Societal impact and regional development work

Quality management procedures advance the development of societal impact and regional development at
SeAMK. The quality system enables the identification of the strengths, as well as the development targets
in regional development. It produces information for the development of cooperation with business and
industry and other sectors of the labour market, for the development of workplaces, and for developing
education provision within its own region. SeAMK offers good examples of how information produced
is used for the benefit of the region, including the enhancement of the region’s internationalisation.
Personnel groups and students have representatives in different working groups enabling participation
in quality work. External stakeholders as partners enable the identification of the region’s needs. The
quality management of communications and marketing supports the achievement of goals.

The quality management of societal impact and regional development work is at a developing stage.

Functioning of the quality management procedures

SeAMK’s cooperation with the Seindjoki and South Ostrobothnia region, and within the wider
area including also Pirkanmaa and the urban regions of Vaasa and Tampere, is realised through
both education and RDI activities. SeAMK has identified three goals for regional development
work in their self-evaluation report:

= to produce competent graduates for responding to the competence needs of the region’s
economy;

= to take care of evolving educational structure, which includes balanced consideration of the
needs of the region’s population with regard to day-time education, as well as multimodal
education, Bachelor and Master degree education, and continuing education; and

= RDI activities with a growing volume and regionally appropriate focus areas, and vibrant
international activities that support the region’s development.

Regional development work at SeAMK can thus be interpreted as an objective of RDI activities
and as an indirect product of education. Correspondingly, the quality system’s approaches are not
linked directly to regional development, because education and RDI approaches and processes are
seen to include the regional development aspect. Hence the main focus in quality management
of regional development work is to ensure that the RDI and educational offerings respond to
the region’s needs and support its internationalisation. In the quality manual this can be seen in
practice in the process descriptions, which visualise how in most of SeAMK’s activities the region
and its needs are seen as the starting point. In the interviews it became clear that this is not only
a definition of the quality manual but also the case in reality.

SeAMK offers around 5,000 study places to young and mature students, most of them coming

from the region and the wider area. SeAMK has produced some 10,000 graduates and around
6,000 of them have settled in the region. Based on the audit material and the interview of external
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stakeholders, SeAMK’s education offering answers well to the demands of the region’s labour
market. The audit visit showed a close relationship between SeAMK and the representatives of
the region. This was clear both at the institutional level and at the level of individual teachers,
who in the interviews often mentioned how they are in direct contact with local companies
or the public sector. The degree programmes co-operate with the region through workplaces,
where students complete some of their studies, doing projects and thesis work. In the best cases,
these contacts are also systematically used in the curriculum work. An example of this kind of
proactivity is given from the Degree Programme in Business Management (see Chapter 6.2.3)
where the curriculum was revised by a systematic foresight process conducted together with
stakeholders.

In addition to the degree education, SeAMK reacts to the education needs of the region by arranging
various types of continuing education designed for different fields. A remarkable example of this
is the activity of the Provincial University service. The service provides a temporary local offering
of SeAMK’s education, responding to identified local needs. As the Provincial University team
members work at locations around the region, they also act as a valuable feedback channel back
to the main campus.

On a broader level, the regional validity of the education provision is supported by the regional
foresight cooperation group, which provides SeAMK with up-to-date information concerning the
region’s economy and demography. Additionally, SeAMK participates in the region’s strategy
work and various regional field or theme specific development programmes. The impression
from the interviews is that also this participation produces valuable information for development.
One further example is the regional higher education strategy drawn up in cooperation with the
University Consortium of Seindjoki.

SeAMK’s RDI activities comprise projects and fee-based services (see Chapter 6.3). The RDI
guidelines outline that the needs of the external stakeholders are collected, for example, through
continuous interaction with customers, by taking part in various regional and national working
groups, by co-operating with regional enterprise and technology centres, and when collaborating
with companies in student project works and thesis. The interviews confirmed that all of these
channels are actively used. The audit team noted that the interviewees described their own projects
often from a producer’s point of view, where the projects merely respond to the workplaces’
current needs. The audit team sees that acting more together across schools, and building larger
development themes by connecting single projects could further strengthen the regional impacts
of RDI work and make it more proactive.

Both the internal and external interviewees stressed the importance of SeAMK when it comes to
the region’s internationalisation. SeAMK’s international activities bring a considerable number of
international students, teachers and experts to the region and offer students and staff opportunities
to spend periods in other countries. The annual figures for mobility periods show that offered
opportunities are used. The system could be developed further by analysing and following the
impacts of exchange programmes in the region. This could strengthen SeAMK’s role in the
internationalisation of the region, as currently SeAMK’s focus seems to be on the development
of student and staff exchange while the larger objective for vibrant international activities needs
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clarification. Some good examples of concrete projects were mentioned during the audit visit,
such as a student project to develop internationalisation plans for small and medium enterprises
in the region.

The quality system does not identify performance indicators that focus directly on regional
development. The impacts are measured indirectly by following the number of graduated students,
the employment rate of graduates, the number of credits earned in open UAS, international student
and staff mobility, the volume of external RDI funding, and the volume of staff members’ publishing
activity. Additional indicators to be followed are students’ home region, and feedback from RDI
customers and stakeholders. Based on the interviews, this information is seen relevant for the
development of the regional development work as it is defined at SeAMK. The audit team’s view
is that the goals set for the regional development would offer a good frame for the creation of also
qualitative indicators, which could help to show the concrete impacts of regional development.

The self-evaluation report mentions also external and thematic evaluations that support the
development of the regional impact. Although these thematic evaluations were known among
some of the interviewees, the audit team’s impression is that the evaluation results could be shared
and discussed more systematically with the staff and stakeholders.

For the further development of the quality management of regional development, the audit team
recommends SeAMK to analyse the need for processes related directly to regional development.
These could include, for example, the identification of field specific challenges that could lead
to the creation of new developmental ideas and innovative solutions. During the audit visit, the
interviewees sometimes referred to other regions and higher education institutions in terms of
comparisons. The audit team encourages this kind of benchmarking.

Participation in quality work

The quality management organisation and responsibilities in regional development work are the
same as in the other core duties (see Chapters 6.1 and 6.3) since the quality system does not include
specific approaches for the topic. The board is well networked with the key regional bodies and
follows closely the related indicators from the quality system. SeAMK’s working groups offer
possibilities for staff members and student representatives to take part in the development of
the quality system’s approaches, processes and practical guidelines as discussed already in the
previous chapters.

On a practical level, the development of regional impact depends a lot on the active commitment
of the personnel groups to the everyday interaction and networking with external stakeholders.
Based on the interviews, this commitment is real and widely shared through the organisation:
knowing the region and its needs truly provides a basis for developing the core duties. The
only thing the audit team would like to see to be added here would be a stronger cooperation
to integrate different competences across schools. Some interviewees also expressed this as a
developmental target.
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Students participate mainly in development work that takes place in companies or public bodies,
through study and thesis projects. Particularly in the Master’s programmes, the working life
orientation is strongly visible. Students’ role in developing workplaces was emphasised also by
the board during the audit visit.

External stakeholders participate mostly as clients or project partners, and the focus there is
on the quality of individual projects, and on how they respond to the stakeholders’ needs. After
the projects, feedback is collected from the external partners and used for developing the RDI
activities. Recently, SeAMK has systematised the societal interaction by identifying key partners
and appointing responsible persons for each partner. Based on the interviews, these partnerships
could be built to support the longer perspective planning of regional development. The self-
evaluation report raises the deployment of a customer relations management (CRM) system as
a development goal. Based on the interviews, this process is now on-going.

Quality management of key support services

Communications and marketing are seen as the key support services for regional development
work in the self-evaluation report. The main purpose is to deliver a range of communications
and marketing efforts covering SeAMK’s tasks of education and RDI activities and regional
development work. Active and well-organised communications and marketing are seen as essential
prerequisites for the success of the regional development task.

Communications and marketing activities are delivered in cooperation with schools and are led
by the marketing manager. The manager is supported by a communications and marketing team,
as well as an organisation-wide working group on communications and marketing. In the quality
manual, communication and marketing is described as a complementing process related to the
approach of leadership. It is also related to the approaches of service marketing and customer
relationships management in education and RDI activities. Based on the interviews, the quality
system’s processes are actively used. Communications and marketing is guided by a plan that
is checked and renewed annually. Based on the audit visit, the communications and marketing
activities are linked to the core duties of the institution and delivered with a systematic and long-
term approach.

In the self-evaluation report SeAMK has identified increasing cooperation between communications
and marketing personnel, the RDI development team and school-specific research and development
managers as an area for development. An institution-wide working group on communications
and marketing supports the establishment of common practices. The working group includes
members from schools, and from the working groups on education and RDI activities, admissions
and student services and international activities.
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Quality management of
entrepreneurship education

SeAMK chose entrepreneurship education as the optional audit target. The relevance of entrepreneurial
spirit becomes apparent in the 2015-2020 strategy for SeAMK, where it is described as a common
value. Entrepreneurship has become part of the curricula and has been subject to research at SeAMK.
The topic is widely established and accepted and both staff and students are aware of the emphasis
that the strategy places on entrepreneurship. Several projects and learning formats aim at enabling
students to develop their entrepreneurial skills. There is evidence from the interviews that the focus on
entrepreneurship is established among staff and students, particularly in the context of business start-
ups. Quality management procedures implicitly cover entrepreneurship, but the topic has not yet been
operationalised to the same degree as other strategic elements. The audit team suggests that SeAMK
continues the development of its entrepreneurial education strategy. One vehicle could be to further
strengthen the FramiPro format in order to make the learning environment available for all students,
regardless of how far they have come in their personal development of an entrepreneurial spirit.

The quality management of entrepreneurship education is at a developing stage.

7.1 Functioning of the quality management procedures

The promotion of entrepreneurship is one of the universal principles of the institution’s services
and project activities. The strategy of SeAMK for 2015-2020 describes entrepreneurial spirit as a
core value. The self-evaluation report states that support offered by the approaches and processes
in entrepreneurship education is often of indirect nature and based on emphasising the strategy
as the starting point in all of its activities. There is evidence from the interviews that both staff
and students are aware of the emphasis that the strategy places on entrepreneurship.
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The goals of entrepreneurship education at SeAMK are described as:

1. Encouragement and development of entrepreneurial attitudes and motivation.
Development of entrepreneur and business skills and knowledge.

3. Offering evolving and diverse learning platforms that support entrepreneurship available
for all students.

The methods of delivery of entrepreneurship education are supporting an entrepreneurial approach,
promoting entrepreneur skills and knowledge, and studies supporting entrepreneurship. An
entrepreneurial approach is encouraged by using pedagogical practices that promote creativity,
innovation, vision and risk-taking ability in all degree programmes.

Bachelor’s degree programmes that have a business or entrepreneurship-focus include the Degree
Programme in Business Management, the Degree Programme in International Business, and the
Degree Programme in Agriculture and Rural Enterprises. Master’s degree programme opportunities
include Business Competence and International Business Management. The adoption of an
entrepreneurship theme in all programmes is described in the self-evaluation report. The interviews
showed that the teachers and staff at SeAMK use the procedures described in the self-evaluation
in a structured way in order to achieve the goals set for entrepreneurship education. However,
the goals and methods of delivery (as mentioned above) are not yet operationalised in all degree
programmes. This presents a development option that was also mentioned in the interviews.

Entrepreneurship studies include both individual courses dealing primarily with the theme, as
well as contents related to entrepreneurship education that are incorporated into other courses. In
addition, an entrepreneurial approach is promoted by joint thematic events and multidisciplinary
modules.

Students who consider becoming entrepreneurs have access to cross-faculty modules on topics
such as business start-up planning. In addition, students can develop their business ideas by
participating in the institution’s business incubator, entrepreneurship workshops and coaching
programmes.

Students considering self-employment are offered cross-school modules such as the ABC of business
and From idea to business courses alongside other pedagogical methods and programme-specific
offerings. Students can also develop their own business ideas by joining the institution’s business
incubator Y7itystalli. Coaching programmes include, for example, workshops on various themes.

The interviews show that the students receive information about events related to entrepreneurship
education and that there are optional courses in entrepreneurship. The universal principle of
entrepreneurship is well established among students.

Pedagogical solutions and learning platforms used by different schools to promote entrepreneur

skills and knowledge include virtual business ventures, the project workshop Projektipaja, and the
FramiPro learning platform. FramiPro is a project-based learning concept developed by SeAMK,
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which in the audit team’s view is a great vehicle for the development of pedagogy, entrepreneurship
education and integrating competences across schools. Interviews with both students and teachers
show that the results from the FramiPro project are promising. There is evidence that the FramiPro
format contributes in a significant way to reaching the goals set for entrepreneurship education
at SeAMK, particularly the third goal of providing diverse learning platforms for all students.

While staff see this project as very powerful, based on the interviews, only a small group of
students and teachers can currently profit from the programme, as the selection criteria are rather
challenging. In order to be eligible for a FramiPro project, students must show high motivation,
group work skills and the ability to work and discuss with other students in a small group, which
are screened using interviews. At the time of the audit visit, SeAMK did not have ways in which
students, who are not eligible by the entry requirements, to be supported to obtain necessary skills
to be more successful in another round of application. The audit team suggests that students that
do not yet meet the selection criteria for the FramiPro project would be offered a project format
that is more in line with their current level of competence, with an objective to develop skills
which enable them to join the FramiPro at a later stage. By further developing and widening the
scope of FramiPro, and integrating it with other project-based forms of learning, the strategy
of SeAMK could be increasingly supported. In this way, the potential of FramiPro could also be
capitalised fully for entrepreneurial education.

There is evidence from both the self-evaluation report and the interviews that a series of procedures
isin place and used in a systematic way in order to advance the development of entrepreneurship and
entrepreneurial education. However, the link between the strategy formulation on entrepreneurship
and the variety of procedures undertaken can be developed further. There is limited evidence of
how the quality management procedures of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial education
support the achievement of all goals set.

This is illustrated by the fact that however extensive and impressive the list of procedures presented
in the self-evaluation report on entrepreneurship education is, there is no indication on how these
procedures are given priority in order to reach the objectives set for entrepreneurship education
in the most effective way. In other words, it is not clear how the different procedures are related
to each other in terms of priority and scope.

Among the areas in need of development stated in the self-evaluation report we find the following
topics.

= An entrepreneurship education plan will be drawn up to provide an overview of key con-
cepts, practices, responsibilities, indicators and targets.

= Entrepreneurship education will be given more visibility in the EFQM approaches and
process descriptions.

= Entrepreneurship education will be adopted as one of the permanent topics in SeAMK’s
curriculum assessment activities.
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As relevant as the topics listed above are, in the audit team’s view they do not fully cover the
limitations of the quality management procedures of entrepreneurship education described.
Interviews with students show that entrepreneurship often becomes synonymous with business
start-ups. This indicates that the second objective for entrepreneurship education at SeAMK
(business skills) is at the foreground while the first objective (develop entrepreneurial attitudes
and motivation) may be underplayed.

The audit team has two recommendations.

First, to provide a theory based operationalisation of the notion of entrepreneurial spirit mentioned
in the strategy. The different procedures of entrepreneurship education can then be related to such
a framework and each procedure placed in context; for example an explanation is given on when,
how and why a specific procedure is chosen over another. Such a framework would enable the
quality management procedures of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial education to distinguish
between interesting and relevant activities.

Second, to continue the development of the FramiPro project. This project was mentioned
only briefly in the self-evaluation. However, as the interviews continued, it became clear to the
audit team that the FramiPro project has the potential for being a cornerstone in the process of
obtaining the goals set for entrepreneurship education at SeAMK, not just a tool among others
in a wide portfolio of activities.

7.2 Participation in quality work

Based on the interviews, SeAMK collects student and teacher feedback specifically related to
entrepreneurship education and studies in different ways. In addition to the general student
satisfaction surveys and student barometer surveys, SeAMK has participated in a project with
other universities of applied sciences to develop a measurement tool, enzre intention measurement,
of students’ entrepreneurial attitudes. It was reported in the interviews that the results from
this survey are used to follow how the attitudes, intentions and skills of an individual student
develop during each year. According to the interviews the results from this survey are also used to
determine what kind of pedagogical solutions will be best to develop the entrepreneurial attitudes
and intentions. Teachers’ feedback is collected using an online measurement tool that has been
developed jointly with Lappeenranta University of Technology. The tool measures teachers’
attitudes and pedagogical approaches to entrepreneurship. Thus, teachers get feedback about
their own level and what they could do in order to be more entrepreneurial in their teaching.

Monitoring activities are also supported by course-specific feedback and the graduate follow-up
survey, which is conducted every three years. The interviews indicated that besides the formal survey
instruments entrepreneurship is addressed in other settings as well. Entrepreneurship is understood
as a shared theme for all curricula at SeAMK. For example in the degree programme of Business
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Management, teachers’ participation in developing entrepreneurship was established by means of
small group discussions. These were held to see how different themes could be operationalised in
the curriculum with regard to content and learning tasks that support entrepreneurial attitudes.

During the interviews it became visible that the strongest input from the region’s stakeholders
to the development of entrepreneurship education comes through SeAMK’s cooperation with
local companies and stakeholders. Also the participation of SeAMK’s teachers on boards of
local companies was mentioned as one way to involve the region’s needs in the development of
entrepreneurship education and as a big encouragement for continuing entrepreneurship education.

It is clear from the interviews that staff and students alike are involved in quality work regarding
entrepreneurship education. However, the extent to which students and teachers participate
varies, even if there is a growing awareness of the importance of entrepreneurship education.
External stakeholders expressed a strong sense of commitment to, and participation in, the
quality management of entrepreneurship education. However, statistics indicate that students’
assessment of how their studies provide a perception of entrepreneurial ability has been decreasing,
indicating a need for development. Based on the interviews, this issue has not yet been addressed
in a larger setting.

The interviews showed that the development of entrepreneurship education has so far been
a mostly strategy-driven process. High levels of awareness throughout the institution and
the external stakeholder groups were evident. SeAMK could build on these results and create
participative approaches to evaluating the general theme of entrepreneurship education in order
to develop its activities further.
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8

The quality system
as a whole

The quality management procedures form a balanced quality system for enabling the development
of the operations and advancing the achievement of set goals. The system covers the core duties as
defined at SeAMK, emphasising education and RDI activities as main functions. SeAMK presents clear
evidence of functioning quality management procedures, which enable the identification of strengths
and development targets in quality work. SeAMK has an established quality culture, which inspires
personnel groups, students and other stakeholders to participate in developing the core duties and to
value quality work in improving their own work.

The quality system as a whole is at a developing stage.

8.1 Comprehensiveness and impact of the quality system

The quality system of Seindjoki University of Applied Sciences is built on the EFQM model,
customising it to the needs of higher education institutions. The main elements of the system
are approaches, which give the overall principles related to management and the core duties,
complementing processes that define the operations at a more concrete level, and performance
indicators that are used for following the key results (see Chapters 3 and 4).

The system covers well the different aspects of degree education, and produces useful information
for further development (see Chapters 6.1 and 6.2). The approaches set the structure for the
operations and are complemented by 12 detailed processes that clearly define the steps for the
main functions related to education. Based on the audit material and the interviews, the audit
team’s conclusion is that the system’s elements lead to transparent and inclusive planning and
high quality implementation of both education and support services.

However, the audit team sees that the system could be stronger when it comes to encouraging

new openings. This could be strengthened by increasing co-operation between schools and aiming
for a stronger integration of the different competences that SeAMK schools represent. The audit
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team would also recommend more interaction between the institution-level education and RDI
working groups. From a management point of view, this process could be further supported by
quantitative and qualitative indicators that follow this development.

The audit visit showed that discussing the development of a theory of pedagogy was not among
the key issues at SeAMK. Development of education is seen more as related to the development
of curricula, whereas the development of a common pedagogical approach could in the audit
team’s view clarify SeAMK’s concept of teaching and learning, and support the work on identified
development goals and on following the strategic choices of the institution. The project-based
learning environment Fraz:Pro could serve as one platform for this kind of pedagogical development
but only if its scope and access to it can be widened.

RDI activities (see Chapter 6.3) are seen as research and development processes and as fee-based
services. The quality system’s approaches aim to steer the RDI project and service portfolio
according to SeAMK’s strategy and analysed regional needs. Based on the definition of performance
indicators, the focus is on the volume of activity. The RDI processes are clearly described in the
quality documentation and followed in practice, and SeAMK is able to show clear evidence of
the system’s impact.

The recent harmonisation of practical RDI guidelines across SeAMK was seen as important in
the interviews, and in this respect the system clearly works better than before. Also regarding
RDI, the audit team would recommend SeAMK to pay attention that the quality system does not
become mechanical and includes also elements that leave room for and encourage new openings,
creativity and spontaneity.

Additionally, some of the development focus could in the audit team’s view be turned towards
the development of the quality of research work and, from this point of view, develop the quality
system to emphasise more the quality of outcomes and impacts. This could be supported by
creating strategy-based qualitative indicators to complement quantitative indicators that are
already in systematic use.

Regional development (see Chapter 6.4) is not defined as an independent task at SeAMK, rather it
is seen to be realised via education and RDI activities. From this viewpoint, the role of the quality
system is to ensure the regional value of SeAMK’s educational and RDI offering. The audit visit
confirmed that the regional starting point is clearly documented in the quality system’s processes
and is also reality in the everyday actions. During the audit visit, it became clear that SeAMK
has an important role in the region and the wider area as a developer responding to the needs of
workplaces, as well as an enabler of internationalisation. Throughout the organisation SeAMK is
well networked with the region, and the audit team witnessed many cases where this interaction
was structured and led to effective regional development and to education that responds very
well to the region’s current needs.

The audit team sees that SeAMK has potential for further improving its role in the region by

integrating different competences across schools in order to take a more proactive role in producing
new innovations and renewing working life. There are good examples of going forward in this
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respect that could be benchmarked in a more effective way across schools, such as FramiPro.
Furthermore, the development of specific indicators related to the evaluation of regional
development task and the regional impact is recommended. Increased cooperation between
education and RDI activities in the regional development task could open new possibilities,
which was also confirmed in the interviews. The audit team sees that this kind of cooperation
could also enhance the regional development role of students beyond merely being seen as the
future workforce of the region.

Overall the audit team sees that regarding the core duties, quality management procedures
support the development of operations in a meaningful way. Information is collected regularly
from different internal and external stakeholder groups and is used for the further development
of operations, combined with performance indicators. The whole system currently relies heavily
on quantitative indicators. The audit team recommends that development focus would be turned
to qualitative indicators that identify the quality impacts of the operations and of the development
work done. Regarding regional development work, these could provide information for example on
the qualitative impacts of different project works to the region, how degree education regenerates
the working life or how international exchange programmes impact the region. In the interviews,
the staff members presented good ideas regarding new indicators, which is a promising starting
point for further discussions.

8.2 Quality culture

During the audit visit it became clear that the quality culture at SeAMK is well-established, shared,
and respected by all. Quality work is valued, and the audit team witnessed a willingness to improve
one’s own work. It also became clear how vivid the informal, everyday development work is at
SeAMXK, taking place while meeting each other in the same workspaces, on the corridors, and
so on. In the interviews it was emphasised how easy it was to get answers because you always
found someone easily and were also able to benchmark your own ideas. The question that rises
to the audit team is how SeAMK could make sure that the informally shared information and
good ideas will be disseminated, and how they will find a place in the development work and
eventually in the quality system.

SeAMK engages personnel and students to the development of the quality culture by the well-
organised quality management organisation with representatives in different working groups,
which bring together quality actors across the organisation. The audit team got strong evidence
on the enhancement effect of the working groups to the quality processes, but nevertheless was
left with a feeling that often the working groups are somewhat limited to being a method of
sharing information, whereas all personnel’s and students’ active participation is not emphasised.
SeAMK has also identified this as a development goal and plans to define more clearly the tasks
of individuals who participate in the working groups.
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8.3 The quality system as a whole

SeAMK selected the EFQM model to be applied in quality management already in 2005 and has
systematically developed it further. The audit team sees that SeAMK has used the model successfully
in order to build a coherent and functional quality system that takes into account all of the core
duties given by the legislation. As a result, the system’s approaches, processes and performance
indicators have been developed and improved in cooperation with the quality personnel for better
responding to the challenges of higher education institutions, and has become familiar among
the personnel. The audit team sees that the system particularly supports operations management
in an effective way.

The effect of SeAMK’s strategy on the design of the quality system and its objectives, however,
could still be stronger. The quality management procedures have been systematically improved
during many years, which has led to a less complex and streamlined application of the EFQM
model. Progress is clearly seen but the audit team notes that also the challenges of the higher
education institutions change. The audit team recommends that in further development work of
the quality system itself, there would be systematic reflection on the demands that the institution’s
new strategy poses on the fundamentals of the system.
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Conclusions

9.1 Strengths and good practices of the quality system

Strengths

= Structured cooperation between SeAMK and regional stakeholders leads to effective regional
development and to education that responds very well to the region’s needs.

= Division of responsibility within the quality system is clear and has been recently improved
by the systematic harmonisation of processes.

= Student centred approaches and focus in supporting the learning process that enhance
student success and faculty motivation.

= The audit team noticed a great amount of commitment to quality work at all levels of the
institution during the audit visit. The staff, students and stakeholders are well informed
and aware of the quality matters.

= The quality system works effectively across the organisational levels, adding value all the
way from the staff level up to the board’s work.

= Unified guidelines and processes in the quality system now give a common, effective
basis for the operations, making it easy to work within schools and enabling co-operation
between schools.

» SeAMK’s working groups seem to function very well as a structure for strategy implementation
and a participative forum for the development of the core duties.

= The quality system provides concrete instructions that lead to transparent planning and
high quality implementation of education and RDI throughout the institution.

= The support services teams are active quality actors at SeAMK in developing the system
and show a high level of ownership for their respective processes.
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Good practices

= FramiPro learning environment is a great vehicle for the development of pedagogy,
entrepreneurship education and integrating competences across schools.

= Quality management documentation can be easily found, and the principles of quality
management and quality work are well defined on quality web pages.

= Flexibility to support individual solutions for students, which was reflected particularly in
the multi-modal implementation in the Degree Programme in Mechanical Engineering.

= Inclusion of students in developing the ways of conducting their studies in the Master’s
Degree Programme in Development and Management of Social Work and Health Care.

= Inclusive foresight process that was used to identify the future needs of working life during
curriculum renewal in the Degree Programme in Business Management.

= Sparring evaluation that takes place in the beginning of a new project idea: internal evaluators
who are experts in a given funding source provide a critical evaluation of project proposals
before they are presented to an external funder.

= Besides regular trainings, job rotation and continuing education or overseas trips are used
to develop the competences of staff.

9.2 Recommendations

= Further development of pedagogy, in line with the strategy of SeAMK, for example by
widening the scope of the FramiPro learning environment.

= More systematic identification of good practices across schools, and systematic integration
of them into the quality system.

= The quality system would benefit from a clearer separation of its theoretical elements - the
approaches - and operative elements, such as processes and guidelines.

= The audit team would encourage SeAMK to develop procedures to periodically assess and
discuss also the fundamental settings of the quality system in the light of strategic choices
and evolving operational environment.

= SeAMK could increase the efficiency of its quality system by increasing the understanding
of the different indicators and how they correlate and by scrapping superfluous indicators.

= Strategic management could be further supported by developing strategy-based qualitative
indicators.

= Significant progress has been made in developing the EFQM model further after the
previous audit, resulting in a less complex system that leads to more transparency for all
actors. The audit team recommends continuing this work by focusing on the core contents
and the balance between approaches, processes and performance indicators.

= A stronger interplay of the education and RDI working groups could be beneficial for the
integration of teaching and RDI, which is one of the strategic choices of the institution.

= Multidisciplinary, participative workshops could be arranged to enable wider participation
of staff and students to the development work.
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= Intheaudit team’s view, systematic development of applied research work methodologies to
target the quality of research, in addition to the RDI volume, could be seen as an important
future focus.

= Acting more together across schools, and building larger development themes by connecting
single projects could further strengthen the regional impacts of RDI work and make it
more proactive.

= SeAMK’s role in the internationalisation of the region could be developed further by
analysing and following the impacts of international exchange programmes to the region.

» The audit team recommends SeAMK to provide a theory-based operationalisation of the
notion of entrepreneurial spirit. The different procedures of entrepreneurship education
could then be related to a common framework and each procedure placed in context.

9.3 The audit team’s overall assessment

The quality system of Seindjoki University of Applied Sciences fulfils the FINEEC criteria for
the quality system as a whole and for the quality management as it relates to core duties. None
of the audit targets are at the absent stage and the quality system as a whole (audit target 6) is at
the developing stage.

The audit team proposes to the FINEEC Higher Education Evaluation Committee that Seindjoki
University of Applied Sciences passes the audit.

9.4 Higher Education Evaluation Committee’s decision

In its meeting on 14 April 2016, the Higher Education Evaluation Committee decided, based on the
proposal and report of the audit team, that the quality system of Seindjoki University of Applied
Sciences meets the FINEEC criteria for quality systems as a whole and quality management of
the higher education institution’s core duties. Seindjoki University of Applied Sciences has been
awarded a quality label that is valid for six years beginning on 14 April2016.
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APPENDIX 2: The stages and timetable of the audit process

Agreement negotiation between the HEI and FINEEC 27 January 2015
Appointment of the audit team 9 April 2015
Submission of the audit material and self-evaluation report 14 August 2015
Information and discussion event at the HEI 8 October 2015

Audit visit 10-12 November 2015
Higher Education Evaluation Committee’s decision on the result 14 April 2016
Publication of the report 14 April 2016
Concluding seminar 28 April 2016
Follow-up on the development work of the quality system 2019
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APPENDIX 3: Programme of the audit visit

—
Interviews on Tuesday 10 November 2015
9.00-9.50 Top management
10.00-10.50 Deans
11.00-11.50 Teaching staff
13.00-13.50 Board
14.00-14.50 Finnish students
14.00-14.50 International students
15.00-15.50 Quality management
16.00-16.50 External stakeholders
Interviews on Wednesday 11 November 2015
9.00-9.50 RDI working group
10.00-10.50 Degree Programme in Mechanical Engineering: Staff
11.00-11.50 Degree Programme in Mechanical Engineering: Students
13.00-13.50 Master’s Programme in Development and Management of Social Work and Health Care: Staff
14.00-14.50 Master’s Programme in Development and Management of Social Work and Health Care: Students
15.00-15.50 Degree Programme in Business Management: Staff
16.00-16.50 Degree Programme in Business Management: Students
Interviews on Thursday 12 November 2015
9.00-9.50 FramiPro leaming environment and the Yritystalli business incubator
10.00-10.50 Education working group
11.00-11.50 Support services
14.30-15.15 Preliminary feedback to the management team and the quality manager.
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Audits of the quality systems of higher education
institutions have been implemented in Finland in
accordance with the principle of enhancement-led
evaluation since 2005. The objective of the audits has
been to support Finnish institutions in developing
quality systems that correspond to the European
principles of quality assurance and to demonstrate
that functional and consistent quality assurance
procedures are in place in Finland both in institutions
and at the national level. In the audits, institutions
are supported in their efforts to reach their strategic
objectives and in directing future development activities
in order to create a framework for the institutions’
continuous development.

This report presents the audit process of Seinajoki
University of Applied Sciences and the results of the
audit.
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