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AVEPRO - Scientific Council
Working Group 2
REPORTING and TRAINING of EXPERTS

April 2022: Interim Report to the Scientific Council of AVEPRO
Summary of preliminary findings and recommendations

1. INTRODUCTION

In November 2021, AVEPRO sent a note to the members of the Scientific Council inviting them to join
three Working Groups (WG) in order to support the Agency’s follow-up of its Strategic Plan and ENQA
review. Here's the agreed composition of WG2:

Isabel Capeloa Gil, James R. Cortez, John L. Davies,

Caty Duykaerts (convener), Peter Jonkers, Sigrid Mller

and Andrzej S. Wodka (AVEPRO).

The WG virtually met on 17" December 2021, 14 February 2022 and 28™ March 2022.

2. TASKS and EXPECTED OUTCOMES

2.1. Briefing Note(s) towards “Clear and unambiguous documentation on an agreed process of
conducting the visits and developing the EE Report [...] good practice in writing analytical and robust
reports.

2.2. Analysis of the competencies and skills needed by the evaluation commissions to do the job
effectively

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. Exploratory work to identify the dos and don’ts in a sample of published reports

3.1.1. Selection of a sample of reports

With the guidance of Andrzej Wodka, the each one of the WG members selected from the website of
AVEPRO two reports to peruse. As the table shows, a sample of 11 external evaluation reports (EER) from
6 different countries, written in 4 different languages and dating from 2012 to November 2021 were
examined. Two members (highlighted in pale blue in the table) also analysed the corresponding self-
evaluation reports (SER) and possibly any subsequent responses by the institution to AVEPRO. The
advantage of doing so was to be able to make a qualitative appraisal of both, consider the job done by
the evaluation team more precisely and support the idea that “the better the SER, potentially the better
the EER”. Four members focused on the published EER only in order to gain the ‘lay reader’ perception
(clarity of the report, comprehensiveness of the information).

Faculty of Catholic Theology of Vytautas Magnus University 2021 ) ) )
Peter - - = Lithuania English
Theological Institute of Vilnius 2021
John Pontifical University St Patrick College, Maynooth 2014 Ireland Enelish
Faculty of Catholic Theology of the University of Vienna 2012 Austria &
Siarid Universidad Pontificia Comillas 2017 Spain Spanish
8 Facolta Teologica dell’ltalia Settentrionale (FTIS) 2014 Italy Italian
sabel Universidad Pontificia Comillas 2017 Spain Spanish
Faculty of Catholic Theology of the University of Vienna 2018 Austria English
| Caty | Centre Sévres — Facultés jésuites de Paris | 2021 | |
- -~ - — s p - France French
Institut Supérieur de Sciences Religieuses de I'Ecole Cathédrale de Paris 2018
James Pontificio Istituto Biblico, Rome 2018 ital ttalian
Pontificio Istituto Orientale, Rome 2018 y
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3.1.2. Having the AVEPRO Guidelines! and the ENQA publication on the quality of EQA reports in mind,
the members of the WG proceeded individually to the analysis of the two selected reports
(format, content, length, intended audiences, language, features of good practices, layout ...) and
sent the WG their findings in a free format note?.

3.1.3. The members discussed their findings during the online session of February. This note was drafted

by C. Duykaerts, improved and adopted by the whole WG.

4. PRELIMINARY FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS and FURTHER QUESTIONS

This detailed analysis and perusal of several EERs of a variety of HEls indicate a very variable quality of
reports - which per se should be addressed - and raise several issues.

Quick win solutions exist that can be easily implemented, but other issues are more mid- or long-term
ones that require strategic answers. This is why, in addition to the recommendations from the WG, several

guestions to AVEPRO are asked. The findings also lead to identify training needs (see next section).

4.1. Highly contrasted EERs: findings (quotes in the box are from the colleagues’ notes)

What makes a good EE report?

What makes a poor EE Report?

Detailed, objective, evidence based
Well-structured

Compare quantitative and qualitative
performance with the principles and guidelines
360° analysis of the faculty: strategy, resources
necessary and existing (so the strategy may be
implemented), research, teaching, service to
community

Assessment into the further development of the
faculty

Singles out very clearly the strengths and
fragilities and makes clear recommendations that
can be monitored allowing for an evaluation of
progress

Supporting and encouraging (AVEPRO style) but
nonetheless penetrating and critical

Good understanding of and sensitivity to the
dynamics of the faculty, its trajectory and
development > comprehensive set of precise
recommendations

Recommendations were attached to each section
in a formative manner and international
perspectives could be recognized

Process clearly described in the introduction but
also regularly referenced to within the report as
well as the framework of the review.

Use of footnotes to give references (ex. the link to
the previous report, the annexes of the SER or
legal references)

Context is described

Lack of detailed information

Absence of grounded information, superficiality of
discussion of evidence, limited criticality

Lacks analytical depth, too descriptive

Not a clear distinction between analysis and
evaluation

Vague comments that take too many things for
granted > non-committal recommendations

Short on a strategic perspective

Failure to offer concrete advice on specific relevant
paths by which the HEI might develop

Unfocused recommendations, without being
informed by international good practice

Over positive tone, too congratulatory

Incomplete coverage (ex — no analysis of the
research)

Lack of comprehensiveness of analysis of SER and
other evidence

Limited ability to discern real problem areas
Descriptive (copy-paste of SER?) and very weak in
terms of analysis. Therefore, the evidence-based
arguments or clear explanations of basis for
recommendations are missing.

Sometimes, the reader cannot identify who’s
speaking or what part of the text it is (copy-paste
of the SER? Findings and comments from the
panel?)

Difficult to read

No context data — limited understanding of the
context and special character of several HEls

No reference to academic cycles (EQF)!

1 See documentation hereafter
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Very pleasant to read as the style is highly No glossary no list of abbreviations
qualitative: precise, clear, simple and focused.
When quotations are made, it is clearly showed.

4.2.

Items from the ENQA publication to support the quality of a EER

Structure

Well-structured, easy to read
List of content
Clear headings, sub-headings, numbered §

Content

Description of the process, recommendations, commendations, conditions if any, context
Consistent use of key terminology

Glossary

Identify report’s authors and review team

Publication and dissemination

Online (easily accessible) and printable
Decisions, institutional response and follow-up documents
HEls are encouraged to publish the report or provide the link of the agency’s website

From Peter Findlay’s (chapter 6)

4.3.

4.3.1.

4.3.2.

Length (as short as possible)

Style — simple, precise, clear, focused

Tone — neutral, measured, objective

Content —minimum description, maximum analysis and evaluation
Arguments clearly based on evidence

Regular reminders of the relevance of the review questions/framework
Regular summaries of each section

Clear explanation of basis for judgements and recommendations

Some “quick fixes”

AVEPRO template for EER

- Provide a more detailed template to address comprehensiveness and further clarity: a lay-out that

shows the description of the process, recommendations, commendations, conditions if any,

context in a more systematic way.

Include in the template subheading with the words FINDINGS and ANALYSES instead of comments

(appreciations and observations) [in Model for the EEV] to strengthen the analytical dimension of

reporting.

- The function of SWOT analysis section: why as perceived by the institution? That raises the issue
of confidentiality of the SER. If AVEPRO wants it to be that of the institution (but why?), then it
should be moved to chapter 1, SER. If AVEPRO wants a section to give the panel’s SWOT (= added
value of the EER), then it should appear in the first part of the conclusion. Its present place in the
template [in Model for the EEV] raises confusion.

As a next step, the WG2 will produce a revised AVEPRO template for EER which - when approved
- will replace the present template based on the existing guidelines (the revision of the Guidelines
is to be provided by another WG — autumn minimum)

Joint evaluation visit
A particular case to consider is when EER are produced as the result of joint evaluation procedures
and therefore are “guided” by a national partner agency.
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4.3.3.

4.3.4.

Some partnerships have been established so far with Slovenia (SQAA/NAKVIS), Lithuania (SKVC),
Switzerland (AAQ), Austria (AQ-Austria). The overall report reflects the national requirements and
often there’s a need for an additional section in order to meet the requirements of AVEPRO.

Does AVEPRO “negotiate” its template with the other agency? Has it room for doing so?
Aren’t there overlapping guidelines?

AVEPRO Website

It might be worth examining the accessibility of the EER on the AVEPRO website. The WG2 heard
that there are ongoing negotiations to move the present outdated website to the Holy See
platform and have a redesigned website as well as to benefit from a more professional
maintenance.

Quality check or draft EER scrutiny

As soon as the TECHNICAL COMMISSION is set up, every EER should be quality checked by its
members in order to support the evaluation teams in their work and reduce the identified
variability of the EERs quality. It is important to note that a quality check of the SERs is also highly
recommended in order to strengthen to whole evaluation process.

As a next step, the WG2 will produce a note of the Technical Commission (with proposals for its
purpose and scope, tasks, status, job description, composition)

4.4. Other issues raised

4.4.1. Tension between mission and identity: two very different quality assessment cultures [the cases of

4.4.2.

Faculty of Theology of Vienna University and Comillas University, analysed by Isabel]

[...] The tone and the focus of these two very well written reports reflect the dichotomy between
quality evaluation as a university desideratum and the ecclesiastical nature of the faculties. |...]
Although there is a clear reference to ‘Quality Culture’ as crucial for the ambitious development of
the field and the faculty, the institution is less addressed as a HEIl than as a pastoral institution.
The four levels of the recommendations: institutional, national, international, pastoral draw on
the principles in Sapientia Christiana and are somewhat oblivious to the three main areas focused
in quality assessment and accreditation: teaching, research, service. [...] One [quality assessment
culture] that is pedagogical, focused on principle and not detail, and using identity and mission to
compensate for performance. And another one that is objective, producing a review that places
the faculty on a par with the requirements for any other field of knowledge within the university.
Whereas the first looks to Theology as mission, the latter addresses Theology as science and
academics.

|How to address this in the processes of selecting and training the experts?

Diverging demands and expectations [cf. Lithuania cases analysed by Peter]

[...] the situation in which these HEls are operating does not well match with the most basic
assumption of AVEPRO guidelines, namely, that the HEls are relatively autonomous in their
decision to follow and implement these guidelines. [...]

Somehow it is surprising to note that two QAAs regularly reviewed by and members of ENQA
would work with such diverging tools whereas in their reviews (against the same framework,
namely ESG parts 2 and 3) they are requested to demonstrate that their respective frameworks
comply with ESG part 1. What is the gap analysis between the 2 frameworks?

Isn’t there a need to clarify the guidelines on this point?

Wouldn’t it be useful to set up a dialog with every national agency where a partnership is
needed?
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And to do so, set up or use platform of cooperation (such as in Poland or France) to
facilitate partnership?

On the other hand, what is the relevance of evaluating faculties that are part of large
universities themselves subject to institutional reviews/accreditations? Considering the
huge number of faculties and institutions within the possible scope of AVEPRO, shouldn’t
it be strategically wiser to prioritise stand-alone HEIs first?

Shouldn’t AVEPRO consider to seek EQAR registration? This would reinforce its [political]
legitimacy and ease its recognition by national authorities and agency, therefore allow for
more flexibility.

4.4.3. The quality of EERs is strongly conditioned by the quality of the SERs > need for systematic and
enhanced training of the HEIs themselves in self-analysis and quality culture. (see 4.3.4.)

4.4.4. Inthe ENQA publication, there’s a pleading for SUMMARY REPORTS next to comprehensive reports.
The summary reports presented in a given format may give the advantage of providing comparable
information thus may increase the usefulness of the intended user groups as well as the
transparency of the Agency. Some agencies insert a summary report (such as an executive report)
at the commencement of each EER. Others publish them separately, next to the comprehensive
report they relate to, or reference them via a web link.

A further development might be to produce SYNTHESIS REPORTS as comparative studies of all
EERs in a given year (all sections or a given theme ...)

What are the intended user groups for AVEPRO? Is there a need for summary reports?
Would it be feasible if desirable?
Is there a need for synthesis reports? Would it be feasible if desirable?

5. Exploratory work to identify the TRAINING NEEDS

As a next step, WG2 is currently active designing a detailed AVEPRO Training Strategy and Framework,
which will include statement of the competencies to be developedin team members, in terms of
attitudes, knowledge, skills and behaviour necessary to fulfil their role and produce penetrating,
systematic, helpful and analytical EERs that can bring added-value to the intended user-groups. This
statement will come together with a proposed schedule of training activities.

The WG2 recognizes that the remit of this WG is the training of experts but urges AVEPRO to consider also
the training needs of HEIs (capacity discussion) — a problem to be dealt with.

Following page: Documentation - the Sources used in the WG2 study and analysis
See infra
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AVEPRO
- Scientific Council WG, November 2021 (note by Riccardo Cinquegrani and John L Davies, presenting
the global follow-up of the ENQA review report, with the setting-up of WGs, their tasks and expected
outcomes. Composition + rapporteurs of the 3 WGs.
- Sent by A.S. Wodka on Dec 2021:
AVEPRO_ 2020 EEV_online_EN
AVEPRO 2021 Addendum_EN
AVEPRO 2021 Tooll SER Format
AVEPRO 2021 Tool2 SER_Analysis
AVEPRO 2021 Tool3 EER_Scheme
Summary of Evaluation Activities conducted at the Ecclesiastical Academic Institutions present in
Spain (2016 —2018)
Analysis of the External Evaluation Reports (2014 —2017)
Lithuania_2012_Allegato

- EE REPORTS:
http://www.avepro.glauco.it/pls/cec/V3 S2EW_CONSULTAZIONE.mostra_pagina?id pagina=19
ENGLISH REPORTS
http://www.avepro.glauco.it/avepro/english/00000301 EVALUATION REPORTS .html
2021
FT Lucerne, Switzerland, Joint Visit (AAQ)
http://www.avepro.glauco.it/avepro/allegati/864/AVEPRO AAQ EER Luzern 2021.pdf
2021
Theological Institute, Vilnius, Lithuania, Affiliated to the Pontifical Lateran University
(Saint Joseph's Major Seminary)
http://www.avepro.glauco.it/avepro/allegati/864/AVEPRO RVE Vilnius 2021.pdf
2021
Faculty of Theology, Vytautas Magnus University of Kaunas, Lithuania
http://www.avepro.glauco.it/avepro/allegati/864/AVEPRO RVE FCT VMU 2021.pdf
2014
Pontifical University, Saint Patrick’s College, Maynooth, Ireland
http://www.avepro.glauco.it/avepro/allegati/864/Evaluation%20Report%20(Final)%20ver%201.pdf
2012
Philosophisch-Theologische Hochschule Benedikt XVI, Heiligenkreuz, Austria
http://www.avepro.glauco.it/avepro/allegati/864/External%20Evaluation%20Report%20Heiligenkre
uz.pdf
2012
Faculty of Catholic Theology, of the University of Vienna, Austria
http://www.avepro.glauco.it/avepro/allegati/864/External%20Evaluation%20Report%20Univeristy
%200f%20Vienna%20Faculty%200f%20Catholic%20Theology.pdf

ENQA: Transparency of European higher education through public quality assurance reports (EQArep)
project. This ENQA report investigates the current state of content, structure and publication of quality
assurance reports while trying to understand the expectations and demands of stakeholders with regard
to these reports. This report sheds light on the existing gap between what is expected by the stakeholders
and the reality of the situation. In addition, the report provides QA agencies with a set of European
Guidelines for summary reports and some generic recommendations on the structure and publication of
the comprehensive reports in order to support these agencies in producing reports with understandable
and comparable information https://www.enqga.eu/publications/transparency-of-european-higher-
education-through-public-quality-assurance-reports-eqarep/
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