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INTRODUCTION 

The inclusion of official university degrees imparted at Andalusian universities into the European 

Higher Education Area has been an essential achievement for international acknowledgement 

of the quality offered in our Autonomous Community. The process, carried out since 2009, has 

aided the fulfilment of professional activities through the validation of university degrees among 

the members of the European Union or the 45 signatory European countries of the European 

Economic Area Agreement and according to the agreements signed in this Area, in other 

countries around the world. This process has also represented an important effort by the all 

agents involved to transform the existing study plans and also resources that enabled their 

implementation in order for the renewed academic offer and resources to meet the 

requirements established by the Bologna process. In summary, this process modified the study 

plans but it also generated changes that affect the evaluation of the design, development and 

learning results associated with these study plans, employment of teaching staff, validation of 

professional activity and university training, reorganisation of university centres and 

departments’ functions, the role of internal quality assurance systems and other aspects. 

 

An evaluation of performance to revise future improvement measures is required eight after the 

verification of bachelor’s and master’s degrees in Andalusia was implemented. This themed 

analysis is aligned with criterion 3.4 for the quality assurance of agencies in the European 

Higher Education Area (ESG, 2015). This criterion establishes that agencies must regularly 

publish reports describing and analysing the results of their activities for the external quality 

assurance.  

 

In the course of their work, agencies gain information on programmes and 

institutions that can be useful beyond the scope of a single process, providing 

material for structured analyses across the higher education system. These findings 

can contribute to the reflection on and the improvement of quality assurance 

policies and processes in institutional, national and international contexts. A 

thorough and careful analysis of this information will show developments, trends 

and areas of good practice or persistent difficulty (p.23) 

 

The seminar on: Analysis and evaluation of verification, follow-up and accreditation cycles of 

official bachelor’s and master’s university degrees in Andalusia (2009-2016) aims to favour this 

evaluation, opening participation and debate channels among stakeholders involved in the 

process of transformation of the academic offer at Andalusian universities. The development of 

this seminar must generate proposals that provide guidance for the design of the academic offer 

and evaluation processes at universities. 

 

This document gathers data from analysed processes between 2009 and 2016 and considers 

the evaluations of March 2017 the end of the evaluation of results. This analysis focuses 

exclusively on bachelor’s and master’s, since the study plans for doctoral degrees have not 

started the process of accreditation renewal yet and therefore have not completed the 

evaluation cycle. 

 

This document aims to be the base document for the Seminar’s debate. Its structure has a first 

section on revision of the complete evaluation cycle (verification, modifications, follow-up and 
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accreditation renewal). Each of the three other sections in this document contain a detailed 

analysis of the different phases of this cycle, where a revision of the evaluation process and a 

presentation of the obtained results during this process are shown. The conclusions resulting 

from the quantitative analysis of the evaluation process and each of its phases are also shown in 

this document. Finally, this document contains a qualitative assessment of strengths, 

weaknesses and improvement proposals.  

 

This document has an aim beyond describing and commenting on the results of the evaluation 

for verification, follow-up of accreditation renewal. Apart from analysing results, the efficiency of 

the evaluation processes, according to the guidelines established in section 3.5 of ESG (2015) 

were studied. These guidelines establish: 

 

The resources of the agencies enable them to organise and run their external quality 

assurance activities in an effective and efficient manner. Furthermore, the resources 

enable the agencies to improve, to reflect on their practice and to inform the public 

about their activities (p. 23).  

 

This document has a limited scope since the results used for the evaluation analysis solely 

refer statistical data. A revision of the content of the issued evaluation reports for verification, 

modification or follow-up of degrees could provide a complementary perspective. Similarly, 

the study of the impact of these evaluations could facilitate a debate about the medium-and 

long-term usefulness of the results of evaluations conducted by the DEVA-AAC. Both 

perspectives: one offered by a qualitative analysis and one that would provide an evaluation 

of impact, could be the object of study in future editions of this seminar on the analysis of 

the evaluation cycle of university degrees. 

 

The methodology followed in its creation relied upon universities and DEVA-AAC support, 

though a work group composed of vice-rectors and quality directors from four Andalusian 

universities appointed by the Andalusian Association of Public Universities, by staff from the 

agency and by three presidents of the evaluation committees from other fields of knowledge. 

The members of this work group had two on-site and two long-distance meetings in which 

data provided by the DEVA-AAC and their accumulated experience. A report that gathered a 

common vision about the process and results of the evaluation of the cycle of degree 

verification, follow-up and accreditation was produced. 

 

The resulting document described in a brief manner the processes of evaluation, gathers 

statistical data from different years or open calls, universities or types of degrees and it assesses 

these processes and their results, regarding conclusions and strengths and weaknesses. 

Moreover, it contains a number of improvement proposals collected from the analysis of 

weaknesses. 

 

This document is structured in six different sections. The first section has an abstract based on 

data from the process and from the results of the complete cycle of verification, follow-up and 

accreditation of bachelor’s and master’s degrees. In the second, third and fourth sections of the 

document, each different process of the cycle is independently revised. In the fifth section, 

conclusions related to the analysis of the process and the statistical data are drawn. Finally, the 
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sixth section focuses on a qualitative assessment and gathers strengths, weaknesses and 

improvement proposals.  

 

After the study of this document, it must be highlighted that the evaluation cycle was designed 

considering a wide range of traditions, resources, training, cultures and interpretations which in 

the first place did not generate identical assessments about the benefits, necessity and relevance 

of the evaluation of degrees in a complete cycle as a tool for a continuous improvement. 

However, the development has homogenised traditions and eliminated initial resistance and 

non-constructive criticism so that the path for improvement based on internal and external 

revision is more clearly defined now than ever.  

 

The Session where this document was discussed was filmed and can be seen in this link 

http://deva.aac.es/jornadas/analisisyevaluacion/ 
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1. EVALUATION CYCLE OF BACHELOR’S AND MASTER’S DEGREES 

 

1.1. Legal guidelines 

Royal Decree 1393/2007, 29th of October, which establishes the guidelines for official university 

education and their subsequent modifications, establishes a turning point in the adaptation of 

the Spanish university system to the European Higher Education Area (EEHA). The application of 

these guidelines is enabling the validation of university degrees among Spain and other forty-

five countries from the EEHA and, on a smaller scale, the development of professional activities 

associated with these degrees. It also favours student mobility and teachers’ mobility, although 

the impact on this last aspect is more limited. 

The changes introduced in the EEHA countries also affected the way the Higher Education 

institutions validate their academic offer before society. The approval of a number of criteria and 

European guidelines for the quality assurance in the Higher Education in 2005 by the 

Conference of European Ministers responsible for Higher Education in Bergen changed the way 

institutions produce, subject to revision or improve their academic programmes. The application 

of these criteria involved the introduction of a continuous cycle of internal revisions and external 

evaluation of education as well as the entrustment of entities responsible for these external 

evaluations. 

Royal Decree 1393/2007 gathers the internal revision and external evaluation of official degrees 

in the Spanish university system, in line with the European criteria and guidelines for quality 

assurance. These evaluations are conducted through an administrative process that conforms a 

three-phased evaluation cycle: ex-ante or verification, intermedium or follow-up and ex-post or 

accreditation renewal. The possibility of modifications of verified degrees by universities must be 

added to this process. The administrative process establishes deadlines and the option to 

complain or claim against the process. 

The procedure established by Royal Decree 1393/2007 is complete since it goes through the life 

cycle of a degree and is consistent with some of the scientific fundamentals about the 

evaluation of projects, programmes or courses established since the late sixties (Worthen & 

Sanders, 1973). However, apart from Spain, only Portuguese universities subjected all their 

degrees to an evaluation with the three phases of verification, follow-up and accreditation. In 

some Higher Education systems such as the Dutch system, a similar verification procedure is 

only applied to newly developed degrees and in the German system only an evaluation ex-post 

or accreditation is conducted. 

The procedure established by Royal Decree 1393/2007 is iterative since the evaluation report, 

on which the agreement signed by the University Council is based, repeats a sequence of 

analysis of the documentation provided by the university and issue of a report. Different 

organisations are involved in this procedure, some of them in more than one phase: Ministry of 

Education, Culture and Sport (University Council), university, evaluation agency and competent 

organisation in the Autonomous Community. The intervention of these organisations required 
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coordination tools in order to ease communication and a register of actions taken and the use 

of IT software to facilitate this coordination. 

The procedure established by Royal Decree 1393/2007 is specified in all the procedures for the 

verification of degrees. Moreover, it gathers the content of the verification report, specified in 

annexe I of the mentioned decree. However, the level of specification is lower in the case of the 

processes of follow-up and accreditation renewal. Since its first version, 29
th

 of October 2007 

(BOE 30
th

 of October 2007), Royal Decree 1393/2007 was subjected to eight modifications: 3
rd

 

of July 2010, 10
th

 of February 2011, 13
th

 of July 2013, 5
th

 of March 2014, 22
nd

 of November 

2014, 3
rd

 of February 2015, 17
th

 of June 2015 and 3
rd

 of July 2016. The University Council 

agreement must also be added, on the 10
th

 of May 2017, which establishes the official 

university bachelor’s education (BOE 114, 13
th

 of May 2017). The introduced normative 

modifications include: 

a) The evaluation organisation in charge of the evaluation for the verification of degrees was 

initially ANECA (BOE 30
th

 of October 2007) and afterwards it was decided that it will be 

done by “the evaluation organisations that the Autonomous Community Law determines” 

as long as they are registered in the European Quality Assurance Register (EQAR), as 

established by Royal Decree 1393/2007, published in BOE 4
th

 of July 2010. 

b) The inclusion of mentions in bachelor’s degrees and specialities in master’s degrees. 

c) The modification of registered degrees. 

d) The normative development of renewal, which is initially not quite developed in the Royal 

Decree. 

e) The possibility of designing degree proposals with student’s dedication inferior to 240 

credits, for bachelor’s degrees. 

Also, normative changes have affected the way the evaluation process progressed. For instance, 

the applied evaluation protocols were initially designed by ANECA and then written by REACU 

and the different evaluation agencies. The evaluation of applications was also affected, initially, 

this was conducted in markup language (xlm), afterwards in portable document format (pdf) 

and now in hypertext markup language (html) through the Ministry of Education, Culture and 

Sport’s electronic platform. These modifications in the Royal Decree obliged universities to re-

submit some of the information that supported their initial application. 

Once the Royal Decree and the evaluation for the verification of degrees were implemented, 

two significant elements were introduced in the process, already stipulated in Royal Decree 

1393/2007 (BOE 30
th

 of October 2007), but not initially active. These two elements are: The 

Registry for Universities, Centres and Degrees (RUCT), regulated by Royal Decree 1509/2008, 

12
th

 of September (BOE 25
th

 of September) and the Spanish Qualifications Framework for Higher 

Education (MECES), established in Royal Decree 1027/20011, 15
th

 of July (BOE 3
rd

 of August). 

The delay in the effective implementation of RUCT involved some difficulty in the early stages of 

the evaluation process since a reference database of the verified degrees or their modifications 

did not exist. Additionally, the delay in the publication of MECES prevented the identification of 

the learning results (competences in the Spanish legislation) which lead to the different levels of 

professional qualification up to 2011; up to that date the Dublin descriptors were used as a 

reference, established in Royal Decree 1393/2007. This delay made difficult the association of 

collected competences in bachelor’s and master’s degree proposals and in the verified reports 

with professional qualification. 
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The creation of a three phased-evaluation regulated in an administrative process made more 

complex the design of the evaluation cycle for a degree and used a substantial amount of time 

and resources. It must be considered that the evaluation of modifications to the degrees and 

the abolishment of degrees (frequently replaced by another similar degree with a different 

number in the RUCT registry) must be added to the three phases in this procedure. 

Another element to consider is the timelines that agents involved in the abolishment of old 

degrees had to meet. According to point 2 of the first additional regulation in Royal Decree 

1393/2007, new places could not be offered in the first academic course for old 5-year 

bachelor’s degrees, old 3-year bachelor’s degrees, Architect, Engineer, Technical Architect and 

Technical Engineer in 2010-2011. This meant that 2.681 degrees from the previous educational 

system in Spain (ANECA, 2007, p.12) had to be finalised and replaced by other educational 

system in two academic courses (2008/2009 and 2009/2010), which had to be designed and 

verified within this period. Additionally, the applications for new degrees that were not part of 

the old education system had to be addressed. 

Table 1 shows data from the start of the evaluation cycle of bachelor’s and master’s degrees for 

Andalusian Autonomous Community, along with the degree proposals submitted by Andalusian 

universities that have been subjected to verification in accordance with their verification date, 

established by RUCT. Table 3 shows the number of verified degrees that applied for 

modifications. Table 9 shows data related to the follow-up process of degrees after their 

implementation. Finally, table 13 shows data from the evaluation cycle of bachelor’s and 

master’s degrees. 
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1.2. Global results of the evaluation cycle 

1.2.1. Evaluation for the verification of bachelor’s and master’s degrees 

As seen in Table 1, the majority of degree proposals submitted for verification took place in the 

first two years (61%). Since 2010, the average of evaluated proposals is 73 per year in 

Andalusian universities. The majority of them is for master’s degrees (749), which represent two 

thirds of the total (65%) (a more specific analysis of these data can be found in section 2 on 

verification). This implied a significant change in the master’s degrees offered in the Andalusian 

university system before the start of the new legislation on official university regulated by Royal 

Decree 1393/2007. A total of 177 master’s degrees were authorised and 3.976 students were 

registered in Andalusia in the academic course 2007-08 (Ministry of Science and Innovation, 

2008, page 14). 

A close connection between the number of degrees submitted for verification by universities 

each year from 2009 to 2016 and the peaks observed in 2009, 2010 and 2014 is observed in 

Table 1. The weighted average of the correlations among universities in this period is 0,864. 

Additionally, the number of evaluated degrees in each university is consistent with the number 

of students registered in them before the implementation of Royal Decree 1392/2007. The 

number of applications for verification submitted by Andalusian universities in the first two years 

(2009 and 2010) is directly proportional to the number of newly registered students in each 

university in the academic course 2007-2008
1

, the correlation coefficient between both 

variables is 0,987. 

Table 1. Official university degrees evaluated for verification 

 

 Year of issue of verification report 

University 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total  

Almeria 16 34 4 3 3 8 11 2 81 

Cadiz 32 27 9 3 20 13 7 5 116 

Cordoba 28 32 3 5 1 9 11 11 100 

Granada 17 113 31 12 8 17 15 16 229 

Huelva 25 26 2 3 3 6 5 9 79 

UNIA  9 3 2  1  2 17 

Jaen 21 27  5 5 11 17 5 91 

Loyola Andalusia    10 9 6 6 9 40 

Malaga 21 74 5  1 16 4 9 129 

Pablo de Olavide 20 30 6 3 5 5 4 4 77 

Sevilla 42 88 13 7 6 14 10 8 188 

Total  222 460 76 53 61 106 90 79  1147 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

                                                      
1 Source: National Institute of Statistics. Statistics on university learning in Spain. Course 2007-2008. New 

students registered in the first academic course by university, gender and age. 
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Table 2 shows the total number of applications for verification submitted by Andalusian 

universities between 2009 and 2016. It is observed that the number of applications submitted 

for the verification of master’s degrees is double the number of applications for bachelor’s 

degrees in almost all universities. 

 

Tabla 2. Total number of applications for verification submitted by university and by type of degree 

(master’s and bachelor’s degree)  

 

 

 University Bachelor’s 

degree 

Master’s 

degree 

Total 

Almeria 30 51 81 

Cadiz 45 71 116 

Cordoba 34 66 100 

Granada 65 164 229 

Huelva 30 49 79 

UNIA   17 17 

Jaen 33 58 91 

Loyola Andalusia 17 23 40 

Malaga 55 74 129 

Pablo de Olavide 22 55 77 

Sevilla 67 121 188 

Total 398 749 1147 

 

Figure 1 shows the evolution in the number of degree proposals submitted by each university 

and by all the Andalusian universities as a group between 2009 and 2016. The graph shows 

peaks in this evolution in 2009, 2010 and 2014, as some dips in 2012 and 2013. Similarly, this 

graph allows us to observe that this distribution of peaks and dips is common for all the 

Andalusian universities as a group. 
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Figure 1. Evolution of the proposals submitted for bachelor’s and master’s degree 

 

 

Source: Authors’ own work 

As a result of the process of evaluation for degree verification, conducted between 2009 and 

2016, out of a total of 1147 degree proposals, 24 applications were withdrawn, 72 obtained an 

unfavourable evaluation (6,27%) (70 of these are for master’s degrees). During the process of 

implementation of the 1051 that obtained a favourable evaluation (Table 16) a total of 211 

degrees (202 are master’s degrees) have not been offered or have been replaced by similar 

degrees with a different or same name. This implies that the offer of bachelor’s degrees is stable 

and consolidated in the Andalusian university system, whereas the offer of master’s degrees is 

subject to a greater fluctuation. 

 

1.2.2. Evaluation of modifications  

 

Once the degrees have been verified, universities have the option to introduce modifications in 

the degree’s report. These may be considered modifications in the process of evaluation if they 

affect the degree’s official registration or an essential academic feature. As specified in article 

28.2 of the Royal Decree, they are modifications that affect “the content of the official 

registration related to official degrees registered in RUCT”. A total of 801 applications for 

modification of 536 different degrees were submitted and evaluated during the process of 

implementation of 1051 verified degrees (see Table 3). Many of these applications for 

modifications were caused by the changes in the IT software that was initially used to submit 

applications and that was finally replaced by the Ministry of Education and Science’s electronic 

platform. As a result, universities had to make changes in the format of their already verified 

reports, which had to be adapted to the requirements established by the electronic platform. 

Additionally, during the process of accreditation renewal, the degrees with reports that were 

not adapted to the new electronic format had to apply for modifications in order to update their 

reports. The fact that a degree could or had to be modified during its first year after 
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implementation increased the complexity of the bachelor’s and master’s degree evaluation 

cycle. The number of applications for modifications submitted by a university is directly 

proportional to the degree  proposals by university shown in Table 1, the correlation between 

both series of values is 0,82, which is statistically significant.  

Table 3 shows the distribution of applications for modification from 2011 to 2016 in Andalusian 

universities. There is an average of 126 applications for modification per year. It can be observed 

that during the first and second year after implementation a total of 129 degrees with 

modifications were introduced (53 in 2011 and 76 in 2012), which implies that 19% of the 

verified degrees in 2009 and 2010 (n=662) introduced a modification.  

 

Table 3. Number of applications for modification submitted for bachelor’s and master’s degrees  

 Year of evaluation of applications for modification 

 University 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total  

Almeria 6 3 4 7 9 23 52 

Cadiz 4   5 11 7 22 49 

Cordoba   5 26 19 14 8 72 

Granada 7 19 18 11 87 7 149 

Huelva 6 7 16 18 27 9 83 

UNIA 1 1 1      3 

Jaen   32 32 3 15 35 117 

Loyola Andalusia     6 9 5 2 22 

Malaga 16 5 18 29 26 14 108 

Pablo de Olavide 5   4 5 15 21 50 

Seville 8 4 14 9 31 30 96 

Total  53 76 144 121 236 171 801 

 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

1.2.3. Verified degrees not offered, which were replaced or stopped being offered 

 

As seen in Table 4, universities did not offer 211 degrees with an unfavourable verification 

report (although 111 of these were replaced by similar degrees). In absolute terms, a general 

tendency was observed in which universities and fields of knowledge with the most verified 

degrees had the greatest number of degrees not on offer. However, in relative terms, this 

tendency is not confirmed for the fields of Science and Health Science, since they offer the 

smallest number of degrees and are the fifth and fourth fields with more verified degrees, 

respectively (Table 21); in fact, 42 degrees (out of 144 verified degrees) are not offered in 

Science (29%), and 38 degrees (out of 145 verified degrees) are not offered in Health Science 

(26%). In relative terms, the Universities of Cordoba, Huelva and Pablo de Olavide have the 

smallest number of offered verified degrees (27% of the verified degrees) in the period 2009-

2016. Nevertheless, these values are smaller when the number of degrees replaced by other 

similar degrees is considered. 
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Table 4. Number of verified degrees that were not offered, which were replaced or stopped being 

offered, by field of knowledge and university 

Field of 

knowledge 

University 

Arts and 

Humanities 
Science 

Health 

Science 

Social and 

Legal 

Science 

Engineering 

and 

Architecture 

Total  and % 

out of total 

verified 

degrees 

Almeria 1 4 5 1 4 15 (21%) 

Cadiz 2 9 2 10 5 28 (25%)  

Cordoba 3 5 4 6 6 24 (27%) 

Granada 9 9 8 9 4 39 (19%)  

Huelva 3 2 3 8 4 20 (27%) 

UNIA       1   1 (9%) 

Jaen 4 4 5 2 1 16 (20%) 

Loyola Andalusia       4   4 (12%) 

Malaga   1 5 6 4 16 (13%) 

Pablo de Olavide 3 3   14   20 (27%) 

Seville 3 5 6 3 11 28 (15%) 

Total  and % out 

of total verified 

degrees 

28 (18%) 42 (29%) 38 (26%) 64 (17%) 39 (17%) 211 (20%) 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Table 5 shows the distribution of degrees that were not offered, however the number of 

degrees that were not replaced by a similar degree offered by the same university is also shown 

in this table. A total of 100 degrees were not replaced, out of the total 211 degrees that were 

not offered or stopped being offered. The distribution of degrees in table 5 shows a direct 

relationship (rxy=0,46), which is not statistically significant among the number of verified degrees 

(Table 16) and the degrees not offered at each university. Proportionally, the University of Seville 

has the smallest number of verified degrees that have been replaced (4,95%), whereas the 

Universities of Huelva and Pablo de Olavide have the largest number of replaced verified degrees 

(17,81%). 
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Table 5. Number of verified degrees that were not offered, which were replaced or stopped being offered 

 Year of verification 

University 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total  

Almeria 4 1 1         6 

Cadiz 4 1     3     8 

Cordoba 5 4 1         10 

Granada 2 15 4   1     22 

Huelva 8 4   1       13 

UNIA       1       1 

Jaen 3 1     2 

 

  6 

Loyola Andalusia       3   

 

  3 

Malaga 2 7       

 

  9 

Pablo de Olavide 3 7   1 1 

 

1 13 

Seville   7 1 1   

 

  9 

Total  31 47 7 7 7 

 

1 100 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Table 6 shows the number of verified degrees that were replaced by other similar degrees at the 

same university. According to the provided data, 111 degrees were not replaced by other 

degrees. There is a direct relationship (r
xy
=0,62) among the verified and the replaced degrees at 

each university. In relative terms, the University of Cadiz has the largest number of verified 

degrees that were replaced by other similar degrees (18,92%) and the University of Malaga has 

the smallest number of replaced verified degrees (3,03%). 

 

Table 6. Number of verified degrees that were replaced by other degrees 

 Year of verification 

University 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total  

Almeria 5 3     1   

 

9 

Cadiz 17 2 1       

 

20 

Cordoba 13       1   

 

14 

Granada 1 13 2 1     

 

17 

Huelva 5 2         

 

7 

UNIA 

        Jaen 9     1     

 

10 

Loyola Andalusia           1 

 

1 

Malaga 3 4         

 

7 

Pablo de Olavide 1 5       1 

 

7 

Seville 1 17 1       

 

19 

Total  55 46 4 2 2 2 0 111 

Source: Authors’ own work 
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Table 7 shows the number of abolished degrees between 2010 and 2016, taking into 

consideration the year of verification and the year they were replaced by other degrees 

(n=111). All universities that stopped offering degrees are shown in this table, also, it was 

observed that the majority of replacements took place from the second (and mostly from the 

third) year after verification. 

 

Table 7. Number of abolished degrees by verification year, considering the year of verification of 

the degree. 

 Year of verification  

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Total 

Year of 

verification 

2010 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2010 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016 2014 2016  

Almeria   2 1 1 1       2   1           1   9 

Cadiz   2 9 2 3 1     1 1     1           20 

Cordoba     1   6 6                     1   14 

Granada           1       1 4 8   2 1       17 

Huelva         2 3     1     1             7 

UNIA                    

Jaen         9                     1     10 

Loyola Andalusia                                   1 1 

Malaga           3         2 2             7 

Pablo de Olavide 1           1   1 1 1 1           1 7 

Seville           1   1 2 2 8 4   1         19 

Total  1 4 11 3 21 15 1 1 7 5 16 16 1 3   1 1 2 2 111 

 

Table 8 shows the distribution of degrees not offered after verification by type of degree 

(bachelor’s or master’s degree). It can be observed that the majority of degrees not offered 

correspond to master’s degrees in all fields of knowledge; in fact, they represent 96% of the 

total of degrees not offered. The number of verified degrees that must renew their accreditation 

was included in this section of the report since it is quite inferior (20%), this should facilitate the 

comprehension of the final phase of the cycle of evaluation. 

 

Table 8. Number of verified degrees that were not offered or stopped being offered 

Field of knowledge Bachelor’s 

degree 

Master’s 

degree 

Total 

Arts and Humanities 1 27 28 

Science 1 41 42 

Health Science   38 38 

Social and Legal Science 3 61 64 

Engineering and 

architecture 

4 35 39 

Total 9 202 211 

Source: Authors’ own work 
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1.2.4. Evaluation of degree follow-up  

 

Table 9 shows data on the degree evaluation follow-up up to 2015, by universities, according 

to their verification year, not considering the number of follow-up processes conducted to each 

degree. The decrease in the number of degrees subjected to follow-up evaluation is highlighted 

in Table 9. DEVA-AAC conducted the follow-up process for all the verified degrees, a total of 

760 degrees were subjected to a follow-up process between 2009 and 2015, whereas 993 

degrees were verified in that period of time. This difference is caused by the abolishment of 

master’s degrees, as specified in section 4 of this document. 

 

This table shows the number of degrees by year and university, observed as a result of the 

verification process (see Table 1). On the one hand, a larger number of degrees subjected to 

follow-up was observed in 2009, 2010 and 2014, though the rest of years show a decrease in 

the number of degree proposals subjected to verification. On the other hand, the universities 

that submitted more degrees for verification also show the largest number of follow-up 

processes. 

 

 

Table 9. Number of degrees subjected to follow-up evaluation by their verification year.  

 Year of verification 

University 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total  

Almeria 7 30 1 3 2 7 7 57 

Cadiz 11 24 8 3 14 12 5 77 

Cordoba 8 28 2 3  9 8 58 

Granada 13 82 10 7 6 15 11 144 

Huelva 12 20 2 1 2 4 4 45 

UNIA  5 3     8 

Jaen 9 26  3 2 9 13 62 

Loyola Andalusia    6 8 3 3 20 

Malaga 16 62 5  1 15  99 

Pablo de Olavide 15 18 6 2 2 4 2 49 

Seville 40 63 10 4 6 14 4 141 

Total  131 358 47 32 43 92 57 760 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Table 10 shows the number of bachelor’s degrees subjected to follow-up evaluation. It can be 

observed that the number of follow-up evaluations has a proportionally direct relationship with 

the number of verified bachelor’s degrees in each university between 2009 and 2015 and with 

the total number of verified bachelor’s and master’s degrees. 
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Table 10. Number of bachelor’s degrees subjected to follow-up evaluation by their verification year.  

 Year of verification 

University 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total  

Almeria 5 21 1 1   1 1 30 

Cadiz 10 24 6     4   44 

Cordoba 5 22 2     2 1 32 

Granada 10 46 2 1 1 2   62 

Huelva 7 18 2 1 1     29 

UNIA 

        Jaen 6 26       1   33 

Loyola Andalusia       4 4 1 2 11 

Malaga 10 42 3         55 

Pablo de Olavide 11 5 2     2   20 

Seville 31 23 6 1 1     62 

Total  95 227 24 8 7 13 4 378 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Table 11 shows the number of master’s degrees subjected to a follow-up evaluation. It was 

observed that the total number of master’s degree evaluations is quite similar to the number of 

evaluations conducted for the follow-up process of bachelor’s degrees. Additionally, values 

shown in Table 11 are related to the number of verified degrees at Andalusian universities 

between 2009 and 2015. 

 

Table 11  Number of master’s degrees subjected to a follow-up evaluation by the year they were verified 

 Verification year 

University 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total  

Almeria 2 9   2 2 6 6 27 

Cadiz 1   2 3 14 8 5 33 

Cordoba 3 6   3   7 7 26 

Granada 3 36 8 6 5 13 11 82 

Huelva 5 2     1 4 4 16 

UNIA   5 3         8 

Jaen 3     3 2 8 13 29 

Loyola Andalusia       2 4 2 1 9 

Malaga 6 20 2   1 15   44 

Pablo de Olavide 4 13 4 2 2 2 2 29 

Seville 9 40 4 3 5 14 4 79 

Total  36 131 23 24 36 79 53 382 

Source: Authors’ own work 
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1.2.5. Evaluation for the accreditation renewal 

 

Table 12 shows data from the expected evaluations for accreditation renewal, which would 

complete the first cycle of evaluation of bachelor’s and master’s degrees. Taking the verifications 

conducted up to 2015 as a point of reference, a total of 840 degrees (455 master’s degrees and 

385 bachelor’s degrees) should have renewed their accreditation in 2021. The relation between 

the number of degree proposals submitted for verification between 2009 and 2016 (Table 1) 

and the number of expected evaluated degrees during this period of time so they can renew 

their accreditation (Table 12) must be highlighted. This relation is proportionally direct (r
xy
 = 

0,98) to the number of degrees submitted by each university at the start and to the expectations 

at the end of the evaluation cycle. This is statistically significant. 

 

Table 3. Number of degrees that must renew their accreditation, by their accreditation date (first cycle of 

accreditation renewal) 

 Expected year for the issue of the report 

University 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 Total  

Almeria 2 9 5 23 3 7 7 1 1  58 

Cadiz 1  11 27 21 8 6 9   83 

Cordoba 3 6 4 24 4 7 7 9 1  65 

Granada 3 36 18 48 10 15 17 15   162 

Huelva 5 2 7 18 3 5 5 8   53 

UNIA  5 3     2   10 

Jaen 3  6 29 2 8 14 4   66 

Loyola Andalusia    2 4 8 6 4 5  29 

Malaga 6 20 12 40 5 16 2 6   107 

Pablo de Olavide 4 13 15 7 4 2 2 5 1  53 

Seville 9 40 32 29 12 14 11 6  1 154 

Total  36 131 113 247 68 90 77 69 8 1 840 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

1.3. Quantified evaluation cycle 

Table 13 shows the evaluation cycle in a quantified manner. Results of the evaluation for the 

verification, follow-up and accreditation renewal can be observed in this table. Data about the 

applications for verification of bachelor’s and master’s degrees submitted by universities and 

evaluated by DEVA-AAC between 2009 and 2016 are shown in the first column. Data about the 

degrees that renewed their accreditation by December 2016 are shown in the last column. It 

must be highlighted that more than two hundred verified degrees are not currently being 

offered by universities (some of them were replaced by other degrees). Additionally, follow-up 

reports for 90% of the verified degrees after 2009 were issued by the end of 2015. A total of 

410 verified degrees completed their accreditation renewal by the end of 2016, from a total of 

527 degrees (77,8%) that had a valid accreditation until 2016. The remaining percentage 

corresponds to degrees that started the evaluation for the accreditation renewal in 2016 and 

that, while producing this document, were expecting their evaluation report.  Taking the total 
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number of verified degrees (not abolished) up to 2016 as a reference (n=840), 49% of them 

have already renewed their accreditation. 

 

Table 4. Quantified evaluation cycle 

 Applications for 

verification 

Verified 

degrees 

Offered 

degrees
1 

Degrees subjected 

to a follow-up 

process
2 

Degrees that 

have renewed 

their 

accreditation
3 

Almeria 81 73 58   57 35 

Cadiz 116 111 83 77 12 

Cordoba 100 89 65 58 14 

Granada 229 201 162 144 104 

Huelva 79 73 53 45 26 

UNIA 17 11 10 8 1 

Jaen 91 82 66 62 8 

Loyola Andalusia 40 33 29 20  

Malaga 129 123 107 99 73 

Pablo de Olavide 77 73 53 49 28 

Seville 188 182 154 141 109 

  Total   1147 1051 840 760 410 

Source: Authors’ own work 

1 Verified degrees. Not offered degrees or degrees that stopped being offered by universities were excluded. 

2 Issued reports up to December 2015. 

3 Issued reports up to December 2016. 
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2. ANALYSIS OF THE VERIFICATION PROCESS 

 

2.1. Evaluation process for verification 

 

The evaluation of degree proposals submitted by universities for verification is the first phase of 

the evaluation cycle of official university degrees. The process of verification started in February 

2008, when the first applications for evaluation of bachelor’s and master’s degree proposals 

were sent to the University Council. Royal Decree 1393/2007 states in its first version that 

ANECA must be responsible for the evaluation of these proposals. In 2008, Andalusian 

universities submit applications only for master’s degrees, using what was named “the 

abbreviated procedure”. This procedure did not imply a substantial change in the structure or 

content of the degrees but of the elements that allowed to meet the established requirements. 

In 2009 bachelor’s degrees were submitted for verification in Andalusia for the first time, they 

were evaluated by AGAE (currently DEVA-AAC) in collaboration with ANECA. From 2009, after 

AGAE’s (currently DEVA-AAC) accreditation by ENQA, the Andalusian agency takes responsibility 

for the evaluation of official degrees in the Andalusian University system.  

The process of evaluation of degree proposals is specified in chapter VI and in annexe I of Royal 

Decree 1393/2007. This Decree refers to the evaluation organisations (from now on agencies), 

which are responsible for the production of the evaluation protocols necessary for verification, 

this is also established by the Criteria and guidelines for the quality assurance in the European 

Higher Education Area (ENQA, 2015). DEVA-AAC’s evaluation protocol is based on the Protocol 

for the evaluation of accreditation of official degrees (bachelor’s and master’s), approved by the 

Spanish Network for University Quality Agencies (REACU). This evaluation protocol is included in 

the Guide for verification of official university degrees (bachelor’s and master’s) produced by 

DEVA-AAC and approved by its Technical Committee for Evaluation and Accreditation. These 

legislation and protocols, as well as information about the committees that participate in the 

process of evaluation, and the evaluation reports for the results of the verification process, are 

available on the DEVA-AAC website. 

Royal Decree 1393/2007 does not specifically establish the objective of the evaluation for 

verification, although, considering its structure and the idea of verification, it can be assumed 

that this process of verification aims to determine whether the design of the proposed degrees 

guarantees the quality of the university educational offer. Since this is something done before 

the degree is implemented, the verification process is an ex-ante evaluation that, if favourable, 

accredits the degree and allows its function at the applying university once the authorisation 

comes through from the central or autonomic administrative organisation. The Royal Decree 

states the verification facilitates an equilibrium between autonomy in the design of the 

academic offer and accountability: 

The materialisation of the verification and accreditation systems will allow an 

equilibrium between a greater capacity of universities to design their degrees and 

an accountability focused on assuring quality, and improving the information to 

society about the features of the academic offer (Exposition of motivations of Royal 

Decree 1393/2007. 
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The evaluation process for verification follows a pattern that starts with an application sent to 

the administrative organisation established by Royal Decree 1393/2007, this is followed by a 

revision of the submitted documentation, a technical report produced by the competent 

organisation (evaluation agency) is issued then, claims can be made against this report, which 

have to be studied. This process continues with the issue of the evaluation technical report to 

the administrative organisation that received the application, then the University Council informs 

of the decision about the verification application and, in some cases, submission and revision of 

claims against the evaluation report and finally, publication of results in official bulletins of the 

public administrations concerned. 

The submission of bachelor’s and master’s degree proposals for verification is not regulated by 

open calls, it is permanently open. However, the Andalusian University Council (CAU) establishes 

timelines for submission of applications for degrees verification. 

The process of evaluation for verification of bachelor’s and master’s degrees by DEVA-AAC is 

specified in Guide for verification of official university degrees (bachelor’s and master’s). 

According to this document, the evaluation of degree proposals follows a peer-review 

evaluation methodology in which academics, professionals, technicians and students from 

different fields of knowledge participate. The composition, selection, appointment, training and 

functions of the committees is established in the documents Selection and appointment of 

evaluators and  Evaluation Programmes: evaluation procedures and functions by DEVA-AAC. 

According to these documents the evaluation is conducted through the committees: field of 

knowledge evaluation committee (KEC) and Committee for the issue of reports (CIR). DEVA-AAC 

created seven KEC: Arts and Humanistic, Science, Health Science, Economic and Business 

Science, Legal Science, Social Science and Education and Engineering and Architecture. Each KEC 

is composed of academics (a chair and a secretary), a student, a professional and an expert in 

degrees quality assurance systems (QAS), they are responsible for issuing the provisional 

evaluation report for the degree proposal in their knowledge field and, if necessary, for analysing 

the modified proposal and addressing claims submitted by universities. CIR is composed of a 

chair, a spokesperson secretary, a coordinator of the field committees, a legal assessor, and 

external assessor and the person responsible for approving and issuing the final report for the 

evaluated degree. Committee members are progressively renewed every three years. 

The selection and appointment of committee members is the DEVA-AAC’s responsibility, 

meeting the criteria of adequacy, territorial representation, impartiality, conflict resolution, 

availability, responsibility and gender. These criteria are consistent with those established for the 

selection and appointment of evaluators by the European Association for Quality Assurance in 

Higher Education (ENQA, 2015) and the European Consortium for Accreditation (ECA, 2015). 

The DEVA-AAC’s application of these criteria implies, among other aspects, the necessity of a 

balanced representation of the different fields of knowledge in each KEC and a representative of 

the seven knowledge fields in the CIR. It is also necessary that none of the academics or students 

associated with Andalusian universities participate in these evaluations. The DEVA has an expert 

database permanently available on its website where candidates can submit their curriculum 

vitae. A selection of evaluations according to their curriculum vitae, the above-mentioned 

criteria, their profile and the features of the degrees to evaluate. The appointment of evaluators 

is conducted by the Director for Evaluation and Accreditation, after the Coordinator of the area 

of Degrees Evaluation proposes the candidates. 
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As established by the procedures in Selection and appointment of evaluations, after confirmation 

of participation, evaluators will sign their appointment and  the DEVA-AAC’s ethics code 

assuring, among other things, confidentiality of the information provided by applicants 

(person/entity) and the evaluation results (DEVA-AAC, 2016, page 7), they must also receive 

training. The aim of this training is to improve and measure the quality of their activity, “area 

coordinators, DEVA technicians and evaluators will assess the work done by experts and 

committee members involved in each programme. 

The participation of evaluators in the evaluation committees for the verification of bachelor’s and 

master’s degrees suffered fluctuations depending on the number of applications submitted by 

universities. The number of participants has been digitally registered since 2012; since that year 

and up to 2016 a total of 453 evaluators participated in these processes (62 in 2012, 77 in 2013, 

110 in 2014, 94 in 2015 and 110 in 2016). Nevertheless, it is necessary to clarify that the total 

number of evaluators has been reduced to 226. 

Royal Decree 1393/2017 establishes a maximum period of six months to reach a decision on the 

evaluation for verification. This deadline considers the period of time between the submission of 

the application for verification by the university to the University Council and the moment the 

decision is published by this organisation. The submission of claims by the applying university is 

included in this period of time. Table 14 shows the timeline of the evaluation process for 

verifications conducted in 2016. The DEVA-AAC started registering the most relevant time 

milestones associated to the process of evaluation in its own database, taking information from 

applications from 2015 and 2016. It is necessary to clarify that the applications for verification 

must be submitted in the registry of the Ministry of Education, Culture and Sport and the 

management of the process is conducted by ANECA. According to the information shown in 

Table 14, the evaluation for verification has an average duration of 4 months and 15 days 

considering the date in which the DEVA-AAC is informed by the Ministry of Education, Culture 

and Sport and the date in which the DEVA-AAC sends the final evaluation report. Differences in 

the duration of the process according to the knowledge field are rare. 
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Table 14. Duration of the process of evaluation for verification of bachelor’s and master’s 

degrees (months and days), by field of knowledge.  

 

Field of knowledge 2016 

Arts and Humanities 4,06 

Science 4,15 

Health Science 4,17 

Social and Legal Science 4,15 

Engineering and Architecture 4,20 

Average per year 4,15 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

The average cost of the evaluation for accreditation renewal of bachelor’s and master’s degrees 

in the DEVA-AAC was 1.328,00 euros in 2016. This value was obtained by calculating the 

payments for the evaluation activity. Other costs associated with the evaluation (trips and 

accommodation) are not comparable since some agencies have evaluators from the same 

Autonomous Community (e.g. students and professionals) and some do not. This value is similar 

for other agencies that provided their data, for instance, the cost for ACPUA is 1,310,00 euros 

and any difference can be explained with the number of evaluated degrees in each agency and 

open call. 

 

2.2. Results of the evaluation of degrees for their accreditation by university 

Considering the process and procedures described in the previous section, once the applications 

with bachelor’s and master’s degree proposals are studied, the DEVA issues an evaluation 

report, that can be favourable or unfavourable, to the University Council. 

In the period of time between 2009 and 2016, the DEVA-AAC evaluated a total of 1147 

applications for verification of bachelor’s and master’s degrees submitted by 11 Andalusian 

universities: 749 master’s degrees (65%) and 398 bachelor’s degrees (35%). Results of this 

evaluation are shown in Table 15, by year of issue of the report and applying university. This 

table shows favourable (F), unfavourable (U) results, and withdrawn applications during the 

process of application (W). According to the data shown in Table 15, out of a total of 1147 

evaluated degrees, 1051 received a favourable report (92%), 72 received an unfavourable report 

(6%) and 24 were withdrawn (2%). 

  



Page 24 of 71 
 

Table 5. Number of results reports for the evaluation for verification
1

.  

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total 

 U F W U F W U F W U F W U F W U F W U F W U F W  

Almeria   16     34   1 2 1   3     3   1 7   2 8 1 1   1 81 

Cadiz   32     27     9     3   3 17   1 12   1 6     5   116 

Cordoba 2 26     32     3   1 3 1   1     9   2 8   5 6   100 

Granada 1 16   3 110   5 16 10 3 8 1   7 1 2 15     15   2 13   229 

Huelva   25     26     2     2 1 1 2   2 4   1 4   1 8   79 

UNIA       2 5 2   3   1 1         1             2   17 

Jaen   21     27         1 4   1 4   2 9   3 14   2 3   91 

Loyola 

Andalusia 

                    10     9     5 1   6   6 2   40 

Malaga   21     73 1   5           1   1 15   2 2   2 6   129 

Pablo de 

Olavide 

1 19     30     6     3   2 3     5     4   1 3   77 

Seville   41 1 1 87   1 12     6 1   6     14     9 1 1 7   188 

 4 217 1 6 451 3 7 58 11 6 43 4 7 53 1 10 95 1 11 76 2 21 55 1 1147 

Source: Authors’ own work 

Note: F: Favourable; U: Unfavourable; W: Withdrawn.  

 

Table 16 was repeated here in order to facilitate the interpretation of the data from favourable 

reports issued by the DEVA-AAC between 2009 and 2016 at the 11 Andalusian universities. The 

data shown in Table 16 is closely related to the data shown in Table 1 and they are directly 

proportional to the correlation 0,99, which is statistically significant. Therefore, no deviations or 

skewing were observed in the number of favourable reports regarding the universities 

responsible for the degrees. 

 

Table 6. Degrees with a favourable verification report 

  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total  

Almeria 16 34 2 3 3 7 8   73 

Cadiz 32 27 9 3 17 12 6 5 111 

Cordoba 26 32 3 3 1 9 9 6 89 

Granada 16 110 16 8 7 15 15 14 201 

Huelva 25 26 2 2 2 4 4 8 73 

UNIA   5 3 1       2 11 

Jaen 21 27   4 4 9 14 3 82 

Loyola Andalusia       10 9 5 6 3 33 

Malaga 21 73 5   1 15 2 6 123 

Pablo de Olavide 19 30 6 3 3 5 4 3 73 

Seville 41 87 12 6 6 14 9 7 182 

General total 217 451 58 43 53 95 76 55 1051 
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Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Table 17 shows the percentage of favourable reports issued by the DEVA-AAC, compared to 

those issued by other agencies that conduct evaluations for verification. As shown in Table 17, 

there are differences in the favourable reports issued by the DEVA-AAC and the other agencies. 

These data are included in the ANECA’s ICU report (2016); the degrees that were withdrawn 

during the verification process were not included in the data provided by the DEVA-AAC. These 

differences have different reasons for bachelor’s and for master’s degrees. The DEVA-AAC issued 

more favourable reports for bachelor’s degrees, as shown in the ICU report, whereas more 

unfavourable reports were issued for master’s degrees. This comparison must be cautiously 

observed since the compared item is the same, but the inputs used for in each case are different. 

For example, there is only one private university in Andalusia and its first  applications for 

evaluation were submitted in 2012; also, in Andalusia, “at least 75% of the subjects on the same 

degree must be common in all the public universities (including work experience/internships and, 

when appropriate, the dissertation)” (Agreement for the implementation of new official 

university education. Academic committee of the Andalusian University Council. Session 22
nd

 of 

January 2008). Therefore, the relative number of favourable reports issued by other agencies for 

bachelor’s degrees at public universities increases significantly (96% in 2009, 99% in 2010, 92% 

in 2011, 88% in 2012, 81% in 2013, 92% in 2014 and 78% in 2015) and the difference with the 

percentage of favourable reports issued by the DEVA decreases. When only the data from public 

universities is considered, the relative number of favourable reports for master’s degrees issued 

by ICU also increases (96% in 2009, 96% in 2010, 94% in 2011, 96% in 2012, 95% in 2013, 

92% in 2014 and 90% in 2015) and therefore the difference in favour of the data from the ICU’s 

report increases. In summary, then the variable university is controlled, the DEVA-AAC issued a 

higher percentage of favourable reports for bachelor’s degrees than the average shown in the 

ICU’s report and less favourable reports for master’s degrees. 

Table 7. Favourable reports issued by DEVA-AAC and agencies (percentages) 

 Bachelor’s degree Master’s degree 

 DEVA
1

  ICU
2

 Δ DEVA ICU
1

 Δ 

2009 99 97,5 1,5 97 92,5 3,0 

2010 100 89 11,0 96 90 6,0 

2011 100 86 14,0 65 88,5 -13,5 

2012 100 83 13,0 77 90 -13,0 

2013 90 84,5 5,5 86 91 -5,0 

2014 93 81,5 11,5 89 87,5 1,5 

2015 100 82 18,0 84 82 2,0 

Source: Produced from ANECA (2016, page 83). 

Note: (1) Withdrawn applications for verification and those which did not complete 

the process were not included. (2) Average percentage obtained from data from 

public, private or catholic universities.  

 

Table 18 shows the number of favourable reports issued by DEVA-AAC according to the 

degree’s academic level. 37% of bachelor’s degrees have an unfavourable report, more than a 

third of the academic offer at Andalusian universities, whereas master’s degrees have 63%.  
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These data are confirmed when comparing these percentages to those from the applications for 

verification of bachelor’s and master’s degrees (35% for bachelor’s degrees and 65% for 

bachelor’s degrees), since more favourable reports were issued for bachelor’s degrees than for 

master’s degrees. 

 

Table 8. Favourable reports issued for bachelor’s and master’s degrees. 

University Bachelor’s 

degree 

Master’s 

degree 

Total 

Almeria 30 43 73 

Cadiz 45 66 111 

Cordoba 33 56 89 

Granada 65 136 201 

Huelva 30 43 73 

UNIA  11 11 

Jaen 33 49 82 

Loyola Andalusia 16 17 33 

Malaga 55 68 123 

Pablo de Olavide 21 52 73 

Seville 66 116 182 

Total  394 657 1051 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

2.3. Results of the evaluation of degrees for their verification by field of 

knowledge 

The importance of focusing on disciplines, which shape the study plans of the majority of 

universities in the world, implies an evaluation of academic programmes with the expertise of 

students, academics or professionals that are associated to a specific field of knowledge. 

Therefore, it is worth analysing and considering the differences in the academic offer at 

Andalusian universities according to field of knowledge and the influence of knowledge panels 

in the results of the evaluation for verification. 

 

Table 19 shows again the degree proposals submitted by Andalusian universities between 2009 

and 2016, however now they are distributed by field of knowledge. A bigger percentage of 

evaluations for verification of bachelor’s and master’s degrees was observed for Social and Legal 

Science (35%), followed by Engineering and Architecture (21%), whereas the remaining fields 

show quite similar values around 15%. The submitted applications for verification, when 

analysed by field of knowledge, show a tendency that was already observed when analysed 

without considering their field of knowledge: there is a larger number of applications in 2009, 

2010 and 2014. 
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Table 9. Evaluations for verification by field of knowledge 

 Field of knowledge 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total  

Arts and Humanities 40 77 8 7 10 11 9 12 174 

Science 40 57 16 5 13 16 11 7 165 

Health Science 45 49 9 4 7 12 21 15 162 

Social and Legal Science 69 164 32 29 23 22 31 36 406 

Engineering and 

Architecture 

28 113 11 8 8 45 18 9 240 

Total  222 460 76 53 61 106 90 79 1147 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Figure 2 illustrates the values above and shows clear peaks and dips in the distribution of 

evaluations that follow the tendency mentioned before, however, some deviations difficult to 

identify in Table 19 can be observed in this figure. For instance, the submitted applications for 

Engineering and Architecture appear mostly in 2014 (42%), which is precisely the year when the 

least number of degrees were evaluated for Social and Legal Science. 

 

Figure 2. Bachelor’s and master’s degrees annually evaluated by field of knowledge 

 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

 

Table 20 shows data of the evaluations for verification of degrees by field of knowledge and by 

type of degree (bachelor’s or master’s). A directly proportional relationship between the 

evaluations of bachelor’s and master’s degrees in the same field of knowledge was observed. 

The correlation is 0,77 and it is statistically significant. The number of master’s degrees 

evaluated is greater than the number of bachelor’s degrees evaluated at a ratio of 2:1 in most 

fields of knowledge, except for Arts and Humanities and Engineering and Architecture. 
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Table 20. Evaluations for verification by field of knowledge and by type of degree 

Field of knowledge Bachelor’s 

degree 

Master’s 

degree 

Total  

Arts and Humanities 67 107 174 

Science 48 117 165 

Health Science 44 118 162 

Social and Legal Science 136 270 406 

Engineering and Architecture 103 137 240 

Total  398 749 1147 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

 

 

 

Results of the evaluation for verification are shown in Table 21. They are distributed by 

favourable and unfavourable evaluation and by university. The number of favourable and 

unfavourable evaluations is directly related to the number of conducted evaluations in all fields 

of knowledge, except for Engineering and Architecture. 

 

 

Table 21. Results of the evaluation for verification by field of knowledge and type of degree (2009 to 

2016) 

 Bachelor’s degree Master’s degree 

Field of knowledge D F R Total 

bachelor’s 

degree 

D F R Total 

master’s 

degree 

Total 

Arts and Humanities 1 66   67 12 90 5 107 174 

Science 1 47   48 17 97 3 117 165 

Health Science   44   44 14 101 3 118 162 

Social and Legal Science   136   136 22 238 10 270 406 

Engineering and Architecture   101 2 103 5 131 1 137 240 

Total  2 394 2 398 70 657 22 749 1147 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Figure 3 shows the values in Table 21. Two large groups of columns with favourable 

evaluations are observed, the first column shows bachelor’s degrees and the second columns 

master’s degrees. Social and Legal Science and Architecture and Engineering have the highest 

absolute numbers for favourable reports, for bachelor’s and master’s degree. In relative terms, 

the results for master’s degrees in Engineering and Architecture (96%) and Science (91%) are 

highlighted since they have the largest number of favourable reports, whereas Arts and 

Humanities (84%), Health Science (86%) and Social and Legal Science (88%) have the least.  
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Figure 3. Results of the evaluation for verification by field of knowledge and type of degree  

 

Source: Authors’ own work 

2.4. Modifications to verified degrees 

A total of 801 applications for modifications were submitted and evaluated during the process 

of implementation of 1051 verified degrees. As shown in Table 22, 542 applications for 

modifications (67,7% of the total) were submitted, which affect 322 bachelor’s degrees, 136 of 

these were submitted on more than one occasion. There is not a proportional relationship 

between the modifications in bachelor’s degrees and the number of bachelor’s degrees verified 

at each university (Table 18); in fact, the universities with the largest number of verified degrees 

did not submit the most applications for modifications and vice versa.  

 

Table 10. Number of applications for modifications submitted and evaluated in bachelor’s degrees by year 

and university 

 Year of evaluation 

 University 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total  

Almeria   1 4 6 6 16 33 

Cadiz 3   3 9 6 20 41 

Cordoba   5 20 19 11 1 56 

Granada 6 3 8 8 56 4 85 

Huelva 3 5 12 18 23 7 68 

UNIA   32 32 3 8 29 104 

Jaen     5 8 1  14 

Loyola Andalusia 15 1 16 26 8 5 71 

Malaga       5 10 7 22 

Pablo de Olavide 5 2 14 7 10 10 48 

Total 32 49 114 109 139 99 542 
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Source: Authors’ own work 

Table 23 shows the data below for bachelor’s degrees but distributed by field of knowledge. It 

can be observed that Social and Legal Science show the largest number of applications for 

modifications submitted and evaluated and Science the smallest. There is a proportionally direct 

relationship between the number of verified bachelor’s degrees and the number of 

modifications submitted and evaluated. 

 

Table 11. Number of applications for modifications submitted and evaluated for bachelor’s degrees 

by field of knowledge and year. 

 Year of evaluation 

Field of knowledge 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total  

Arts and Humanities 3 8 6 12 27 26 82 

Science 1 4 7 8 22 9 51 

Health Science 10 5 11 21 23 10 80 

Social and Legal Science 8 17 39 41 43 32 180 

Engineering and 

Architecture 10 15 51 27 24 22 149 

Total 32 49 114 109 139 99 542 
 

 Source: Authors’ own work 

Regarding master’s degrees, a total of 259 applications for modifications (32,3%), which affect a 

total of 214 master’s degrees, were submitted (see Table 24), 41 of these were  submitted on 

more than one occasion. There is a proportionally direct relationship between the number of 

verified master’s degrees and the number of modifications submitted by each university (Table 

18). The correlation is 0,91 and it is statistically significant; this means that the universities with 

the largest number of verified degrees submitted more modifications and vice-versa. 

 

Table 12. Number of applications for modifications submitted and evaluated for master’s degrees by year 

and university 

 Year of evaluation 

 University 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total  

Almeria 6 2  1 3 7 19 

Cadiz 1  2 2 1 2 8 

Cordoba   6  3 7 16 

Granada 1 16 10 3 31 3 64 

Huelva 3 2 4  4 2 15 

UNIA 1 1 1    3 

Jaen     7 6 13 

Loyola Andalusia   1 1 4 2 8 

Malaga 1 4 2 3 18 9 37 

Pablo de Olavide 5  4  5 14 28 

Seville 3 2  2 21 20 48 

Total 21 27 30 12 97 72 259 

Source: Authors’ own work 
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Table 25 shows the number of applications for modifications submitted and evaluated by field 

of knowledge. It was observed that Social and Legal Science have the largest number of 

submitted and evaluated applications for modifications, whereas Science have the smallest. The 

number of verified master’s degrees is directly proportional to the number of modifications 

submitted and evaluated. 

 

Table 13. Number of applications for modifications submitted and evaluated for master’s degrees by field 

of knowledge and year 

 Year of evaluation 

Field of knowledge 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total  

Arts and Humanities 5 2 7 1 16 5 36 

Science   4 7 1 8 10 30 

Health Science 9 6 1 2 15 6 39 

Social and Legal Science 7 14 9 5 41 34 110 

Engineering and 

Architecture   1 6 3 17 17 44 

Total 21 27 30 12 97 72 259 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Table 26 shows the number of submitted applications for modifications by degree and 

university. It was observed that the degrees verified in 2009 and 2010 submitted the largest 

number of modifications, up to four applications for 16 verified degrees in those two years. 

However, the majority of degrees presented only one application for modification of the verified 

report (66,67%). 
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Table 14. Number of times the same degree submitted applications for modification, by year of 

verification  

 Year of verification 

 Number of applications for modification by degree 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 1 2 3 1 3 1 2 1 1 

Almeria 5 3 1  26 2 2       1  1    

Cadiz 11 3   23 2   1  2 1        

Cordoba 4 4 2  10 10 4 3 1 1 1     1  1  

Granada 8 3 2  61 20 6  1 2 1 2    1   1 

Huelva 4 7 2 1 6 6 7 2  2   1 1      

UNIA     2    1           

Jaen 2 1 4 2   20 6   1   1  1 3   

Loyola 

Andalusia 

          3 3 1 1 2 1 1   

Malaga 10 5 2  48 11  1 3     1  5    

Pablo de 

Olavide 

13 3 1 1 63 2   1  1     1    

Seville 11 3 1  13 4   4 1 2     1    

Total  68 32 15 4 252 57 39 12 12 6 11 6 2 5 2 12 4 1 1 

Source: Authors’ own work 
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3. ANALYSIS OF THE FOLLOW-UP PROCESS 

 

3.1. Evaluation of the follow-up process 

The second phase of the evaluation cycle is the follow-up process, as established in Royal 

Decree 1393/2007. The DEVA-AAC applied the Protocol for follow-up and accreditation renewal 

of official university degrees produced by the University Committee for the Follow-up and 

Accreditation Regulation (CUSA) and the Procedure for the follow-up process of bachelor’s and 

master’s degrees produced by the DEVA-AAC (2011). Both documents, along the guides and 

composition of committees, are published on the DEVA-AAC’s website. 

 

The aims of the follow-up process of official degrees, as specified in Procedure for the follow-up 

process of bachelor’s and master’s degrees are listed below (pages 7 and 8): 

 

a) To check whether degree implementation is consistent with the study plan, as 

established in RUCT and with the modifications approved by the University Council. 

b) To ensure the public availability of appropriate and relevant  information for different 

stakeholders from the university system and society in general. 

c) To detect possible deficiencies in the effective development of degrees and to analyse 

the actions taken to address them. 

d) To revise the implementation of the modifications included in the degree’s verification 

reports, as well as the improvement areas in the follow-up process. 

e) To revise the implementation of the modifications implemented by universities to the 

reports after the degree’s verification. 

f) To provide improvement recommendations and/or suggestions during the process of 

implementation of the study plan. 

g) In general, to check the progress in the development of the degrees’ quality assurance 

systems. 

h) To identify good practice in its dissemination in the university system framework. 

i) To produce follow-up reports for the official degrees that the university’s accountability 

to society. 

 

The evaluation criteria used for the follow-up process, established in the documents mentioned 

above, are: transparency and accessibility of information about the degree, the degree’s 

efficiency in meeting the interests of students, employers and society in general, confirmation of 

the degree’s achievements, university centre/institution’s internal commitment, support for the 

revision and improvement of the degree’s quality assurance internal system and the degree’s 

focus on continuous improvement. 

 

The Procedure for the follow-up process of bachelor’s and master’s degrees and Protocol for 

follow-up and accreditation renewal of official university degrees (page 8), establish that 

universities must produce an annual follow-up report for each one of their degrees and 

agencies must revise and evaluate them. The DEVA-AAC establishes that in the follow-up 

process, the information published on the website of the newly implemented degrees will be 

analysed during the first year (Guide for the follow-up process of bachelor’s and master’s 
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university degrees, 2014, page 8). In summary, considering their duration, a bachelor’s degree 

must have three follow-up reports and a master’s degree should have two reports, before the 

accreditation renewal. 

 

The degree follow-up is conducted by studying the available public information on their website 

and a follow-up self-evaluation report submitted by the responsible university. This document 

must gather information about the degree and its quality assurance system’s results, indicators 

results, those established by Royal Decree 1393/2007 and CUSA and by the degree’s quality 

assurance system and the actions taken for improvement. Both sources of information must be 

annually provided by the university through a computer platform developed by the DEVA-AAC. 

This evidence is evaluated though a protocol for evaluation of the available public information 

and a protocol for the evaluation of the self-evaluation report. 

 

The information provided by the university is evaluated by field of knowledge committees. The 

reports issued by the follow-up committees are based on the field of knowledge committees’ 

evaluations. The DEVA-AAC appointed seven field of knowledge committees: Arts and 

Humanistic, Science, Health Science, Economic and Business Science, Legal Science, Social 

Science and Education and Engineering and Architecture. The members of these committees are 

academics and students, selected from the database of evaluators that the DEVA-AAC has. Each 

member has different role associated with their profile: students examine the available public 

information and academics analyse the follow-up self-evaluation report and produce the follow-

up report. 

 

The procedure established by the DEVA-AAC starts with an open call published by the agency. 

This specifies that universities must provide a URL for the degrees that are in their first year of 

implementation; from the second year, universities must provide a follow-up self-evaluation 

report. The DEVA-AAC, through evaluation committees, evaluates this URL and the follow-up 

self-evaluation report and issues a follow-up report. If the university claims against this report, 

these claims must be included in the subsequent self-evaluation report for the next open call. 

 

The follow-up reports analyse and assess in a descriptive manner aspects related to the design, 

organisation and development of the academic programme, information related to the 

implementation of the internal quality assurance system and its contribution to the degree, 

teaching staff, how the recommendations included in the verification, modification and/or 

follow-up process were addressed, any modifications in the follow-up process not 

communicated to the University Council and the degree’s improvement plan. The follow-up 

reports also include a list of strengths and achievements as well as weaknesses and decisions 

which have been made for improvement. 

 

Table 27 shows data about human resources that participated in the follow-up process 

between 2012 and 2016, specifically the number of different members that participated in the 

follow-up committees. The number of members in Social and Legal Science is larger than in the 

rest of fields of knowledge since there are three committees in this field: Legal, Economic and 

Business Science, Social Science and Education. Coordinators for the evaluation process are 

appointed among the evaluators. 
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Table 15. Members of follow-up committees by field of knowledge 

  Students Evaluators Total  

Arts and Humanities  1 18 19 

Science 2 14 16 

Health Science  1 18 19 

Social and Legal Science 6 41 47 

Engineering and 

Architecture 

2 24 26 

Total  12 115 127 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

 

Table 28 shows the number of evaluation reports for the follow-up process and the number of 

evaluators (No. eval) that participated in these evaluations. The number of evaluators is smaller 

than the number of evaluated degrees due to the fact that the same evaluator can participate in 

the follow-up evaluation of more than one degree. Also, evaluators can revise the website of 

degrees from different fields of knowledge, since the evaluation of the follow-up process is 

focused on the self-evaluation report and the revision of the degree’s website. Degrees from 

Engineering and Architecture where only subjected to revision of their website during the 

follow-up process in 2014, however a report was not issued until 2015. 

 

 

Table 16. Number of evaluators and issued follow-up reports and evaluators by year and field of 

knowledge 

 Year of report 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total 

Field No. 

issued 

reports 

No. 

eval. 

No. 

issued 

reports 

No. 

eval. 

No. 

issued 

reports 

No. 

eval. 

No. 

issued 

reports 

No. 

eval. 

No. 

issued 

reports 

No. 

eval. 

No. 

issued 

reports 

No. 

eval. 

Arts and Humanities 119 15     2 20 203 20 52 9 376 64 

Science 104 16     6 15 158 17 49 7 317 55 

Health Science 97 15     6 18 148 18 62 12 313 63 

Social and Legal Science 247 16     9 35 496 39 128 24 880 114 

Engineering and 

Architecture 

145 14      22 303 28 84 13 532 77 

Total 712 76     23 110 1308 122 375 65 2418 373 

Source: Authors’ own work 
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Table 26 shows the duration of the degrees’ follow-up process from 2009 to 2016, from the 

moment the university submits the degree’s website and/or the follow-up self-evaluation report 

in the DEVA-AAC’s computer platform, taking the year of the degree’s verification as reference. 

This table shows the average duration of a degree’s follow-up process in months and days 

(considering a month has 30,42 days). The average duration of the follow-up process for the 

degrees as a group is 8 months and 3 days, with a standard deviation of 3 months and 3 days. 

The minimum duration is 4 months and 9 days and the maximum 13 months and 21 day. There 

were three follow-up processes that were considered atypical since they lasted more than two 

years. There were no differences in the average duration of the follow-up process among fields 

of knowledge but there were when referred to the degree’s verification year, so the average 

duration was over nine months in 2012 and over 4 months in 2014; these differences can be 

partly explained since the number of verified degrees was 712 in 2012, whereas it was 23 in 

2014. 

 

 

 

Table 29. Duration of the follow-up process for bachelor´s and master´s degrees (in months and days), 

based on the year of verification and field of knowledge 

Field of knowledge 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Average 

by field 

Arts and Humanities 8,13 8,06 8,02 13,21 8,26 4,15 7,00 8,07 

Science 8,20 8,00 7,17 13,07 9,07 4,09 7,19 7,29 

Health Science 8,18 8,00 7,00 11,12 7,06 4,15 7,20 8,01 

Social and Legal Science 8,07 8,04 7,16 11,17 8,24 4,17 7,08 8,07 

Engineering and Architecture 9,02 8,06 7,14 11,08 8,22 4,25 7,27 7,26 

Average per year  8,15 8,04 7,15 11,24 8,21 4,19 7,14 8,03 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

 

The average cost of an evaluation of the follow-up process of bachelor’s and master’s degree 

was 70,65 euros in 2016. This value was obtained from calculating the payment for external 

evaluations. Other costs associated to the evaluation (committee’s trips and accommodation) 

are not always comparable since some agencies have evaluators from the same Autonomous 

Community (e.g. students and professionals) and some do not. The same year, the average cost 

for other agencies was 325 euros per/degree (Aragonese Agency ACPUA), 245 (Castilla y Leon 

Agency, ACSUCYL) and 278,79 euros in the Community of Madrid Agency, Foundation 

Madrimasd). Cost variations among agencies are due to the number of evaluated degrees, 

number of evaluators or the use of revision committees for the evaluation of follow-up reports. 

For instance, the DEVA-AAC issued 375 follow-up reports in 2016, ten times more than 

Foundation Madrimasd. 
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3.2. Results of degree follow-up process by university 

Results obtained from the follow-up process are shown in the following tables. The date the 

follow-up report was issued can be observed in them as the reference date. Table 30 shows the 

total number of follow-up processes conducted on bachelor’s and master’s degrees between 

2011 and 2016. A total of 2.418 follow-up processes were conducted to 1051 degrees, with a 

favourable result, this refers to currently active and inactive degrees. The follow-up reports 

correspond to calls 2011-12, 2012-2013, 2013-2014, 2014-2015 y 2015-2016 and were issued 

the year after the open call. The following tables show a detailed analysis of the follow-up 

processes taking the date of the registration with RUCT reference. 

 

 

Table 30. Number of issued follow-up reports, by open call. 

 University Open call 

2011-12 
Open call 

2012-13 
Open call 

2013-14 
Open call 

2014-15 

Open call 

2015-16 
Total  

Almeria 50 2 41 41 26 160 

Cadiz 68 3 68 71 44 254 

Cordoba 60  54 51 24 189 

Granada 138 7 128 130 46 449 

Huelva 52 2 49 41 24 168 

UNIA 8  8 7  23 

Jaen 48 3 52 44 34 181 

Loyola Andalusia    11 17 21 49 

Malaga 98  96 70 54 318 

Pablo de Olavide 50 3 47 39 26 165 

Seville 140 3 137 108 74 462 

Total  712 23 691 619 373 2418 

 Source: Authors’ own work 

 

 

Table 31 contrasts the conducted follow-up processes according to the verified degrees in 2009 and with 

a deadline for accreditation renewal in 2013 for master’s degrees and in 2015 for bachelor’s degrees. As 

observed in this table, almost all the degrees with a favourable verification report (n=217) received some 

follow-up report during their implantation period. These reports were issued in different calls in 2011-12, 

2012-2013, 2013-2014, 2014-2015 y 2015-2016. Master’s degrees only received one follow-up report 

produced in 2012, a year after accreditation renewal. Bachelor’s degrees received at least two follow-up 

reports, issued at the start of the year. The difference in three degrees between the number of verified 

degrees and the number of issued follow-up reports can be explained by the abolition of three degrees 

during the follow-up process in 2012. 
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Table 31. Follow-up reports for verified degrees issued in 2009 

2009 (217 verified) 

 
2012 2014 2015 

Almeria 14 2 5 

Cadiz 32 2 26 

Cordoba 26 1 29 

Granada 16  25 

Huelva 25 2 29 

UNIA    

Jaen 21 2 17 

Loyola Andalusia    

Malaga 21 3 21 

Pablo de Olavide 18 2 23 

Seville 41 3 43 

Total  214 17 218 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

 

Table 32 shows data from the follow-up reports issued for verified degrees in 2012, with a 

deadline for accreditation renewal in 2014 for master’s degrees and 2016 for bachelor’s 

degrees. The increase of degrees subjected to follow-up is related to the increase of degrees 

with a favourable verification report in 2010, which doubles the verified degrees in 2009. The 

difference between the number of verified degrees in 2010 (451) and the number of follow-up 

reports produced in 2012 (444) is due to the abolishment of seven degrees. The number of 

degrees subjected to follow-up was 752 in 2015 because that year the follow-up reports for 

two open calls published by DEVA-AAC in 2012/2013 and 2013/2014 were produced. Master’s 

degrees received only one follow-up report produced in 2012 and bachelor’s degrees received 

two follow-up reports in 2012 and 2015. 
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Table 32. Follow-up reports for verified degrees issued in 2010 

 2010 (451 verified) 

 2012 2014 2015 2016 

Almeria 34   61   

Cadiz 27   50 1 

Cordoba 32 1 58 2 

Granada 109 2 172 6 

Huelva 25   44 2 

UNIA 5   10   

Jaen 27 1 53 1 

Loyola Andalusia         

Malaga 72   119 21 

Pablo de Olavide 26 1 33 7 

Seville 87   152 2 

Total 444 5 752 42 

Source: Authors’ own work 

Table 33 shows data from follow-up reports issued for degrees verified in 2011, with a deadline 

for accreditation renewal in 2015 for master’s degrees and in 2017 for bachelor’s degrees. The 

difference between the number of verified degrees in 2011 (58) and the number of follow-up 

reports produced in 2012 (54) is due to the fact that three degrees were not offered and the 

fourth one was subjected to follow-up in 2015. Table 33 shows a decrease in the number of 

issued follow-up reports when compared to previous years, due to the decrease in the number 

of verified degrees: 24 bachelor’s degrees and 30 master’s degrees. Follow-up reports were 

produced for all the verified bachelor’s degrees in 2012 and 2015. A total of 27 follow-up 

reports were produced for master’s degrees in 2012, since three master’s degrees were not 

offered and have not been replaced by new ones; in 2015 (which gathers reports from two 

open calls) at least one follow-up for each master’s degree was conducted. 

Table 33. Follow-up reports for verified degrees issued in 2011 

 2011 (58 verified) 

 2012 2014 2015 2016 

Almeria 2   2 1 

Cadiz 9   16 7 

Cordoba 2   4 2 

Granada 13   18 5 

Huelva 2   4 2 

UNIA 3 1 4   

Jaen         

Loyola Andalusia         

Malaga 5   9 4 

Pablo de Olavide 6   12 2 

Seville 12   18 10 

Total  54 1 87 33 
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Source: Authors’ own work 

Table 34 shows information about the follow-up reports issued for degrees verified in 2012, 

2013, 2014 and 2015, with a deadline for accreditation renewal in 2016 for bachelor’s degrees 

and 2018 for master’s degrees, these correspond to degrees verified in 2015. As seen in Table 

34, the number of verified degrees follows the tendency observed in 2011, except for 2014, 

when there is a peak in the number of verifications, almost a hundred. The accumulation of 

follow-up processes in 2015 can be explained by the fact that follow-up reports for the open 

calls 2012/2013, 2013/2014 and 2014/2015 were issued that year. The difference in the number 

of follow-up reports that should have been issued between 2012 and 2015 and the real 

number of produced reports is due to the abolition of 22 degrees (21 bachelor’s and 1 master’s) 

and the withdrawal of 8 master’s degrees. According to Table 34, the follow-up process 

becomes more systematic for universities from 2014/2015 and all the verified degrees are 

subjected to an annual follow-up, the DEVA-AAC also issues the correspondent follow-up 

report with the same annual frequency. 

 

 

Table 34. Follow-up reports for verified degrees issued between 2012 and 2015  

 2012                   

(43 verified) 

2013                     

(53 verified) 

2014                   

(95 verified) 

2015                 

(76 verified) 

 2015 2016 2015 2016 2015 2016 2016 

Almeria 5 3 2 2 7 7 7 

Cadiz 9   32 16 7 12 5 

Cordoba 2 3     8 8 8 

Granada 22 2 11 5 15 15 11 

Huelva 6 1 4 2 3 4 4 

UNIA               

Jaen 11 3 6 3 9 8 13 

Loyola Andalusia 12 7 12 8 4 3 3 

Malaga       1 14 15   

Pablo de Olavide 8 1 6 2 4 4 2 

Seville 10 1 9 6 13 14 4 

Total  85 21 82 45 84 90 57 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

3.3. Results of the follow-up process by field of knowledge 

Analysis of the results of the follow-up of bachelor’s and master’s degrees can help us to 

understand the role of the different fields in their implementation. Table 35 shows the 

distribution of follow-up processes of degrees between 2012 and 2016, according to their field 

of knowledge. It was observed that Social and Legal Science and Engineering and Architecture 

had the largest number of follow-up processes in relation to the number of verified degrees, in 

relative terms, they represent a 26% for Social and Legal Science and a 22% for Engineering and 
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Architecture. However, Science is the field that had the smallest number of follow-up processes 

(13%) also in relation to the verification results (Table 18). 

 

Table 35. Follow-up reports for degrees by field of knowledge 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

 

  

Field of knowledge 2012 2014 2015 2016 Total 

Arts and Humanities 119 2 203 52 376 

Science 104 6 158 49 317 

Health Science 97 6 148 62 313 

Social and Legal Science 247 9 496 128 880 

Engineering and Architecture 145   303 84 532 

Total 712 23 1308 375 2418 
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4. ANALYSIS OF THE ACCREDITATION RENEWAL PROCESS 

 

4.1. Evaluation process for accreditation renewal 

Royal Decree 1393/2007 establishes that the evaluation cycle for bachelor’s and master’s 

degrees ends with an evaluation for accreditation renewal. This is an ex post evaluation that, 

according to ENQA and ECA, makes sense of the external evaluation of an academic 

programme and the whole evaluation cycle; both entities consider that verification and follow-

up are part of the accreditation process, although the Royal Decree established that a verified 

degree is an accredited degree (therefore this process is named “accreditation renewal” in the 

Spanish context). 

 

The accreditation renewal is an ex post evaluation that assesses results. Three fundamental 

aspects, associated with different evaluation criteria, are analysed: 

 

a) The degree’s implementation: imparted academic programme, available public 

information about the degree, implemented quality assurance system, teaching staff, 

resources, facilities, services and resources used. 

b) Results obtained by students: learning results. 

c) Degree’s quality indicators: efficiency, satisfaction and employability. 

 

The evaluation process for accreditation renewal of already implemented degrees is established 

in Chapter VI of Royal Decree 1393/2007, specifically in Articles 24, 27 bis and 27 ter. The Royal 

Decree has been subjected to several modifications that altered its content since its first 

publication, as mentioned in section 2 of this document. This resulted in changes in the way 

evaluation agencies face the evaluation process for accreditation renewal. 

 

The objective of the evaluation for accreditation renewal is not specifically established in Royal 

Decree 1393/2007, so it is inferred from section 3 of Article 27 bis of this Decree: “check that 

the study plan is being followed as established in the initial project”. The pursued objectives of 

the evaluation for accreditation renewal, according to the Guide for the accreditation renewal of 

bachelor’s and master’s university degrees in Andalusia: 

 

 

a) To ensure that the quality of the offered academic programme meets the levels of 

qualification and the criteria established in the current legislation. 

b) To guarantee that the quality of the obtained results in the duration of the official 

university degrees is consistent with the commitments acquired and verified by the 

corresponding evaluation organisation. 

c) To check that the degree was subjected to an appropriate follow-up process and that 

the available qualitative and quantitative information was used to analyse its 

progression, and to design and implement proposals for improvement. 

d) To ensure the availability and access to public, valid, reliable, appropriate and relevant 

information, which helps students and other university national and international 

stakeholders in the decision-making process. 
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e) To provide improvement recommendations and/or suggestions for the degree that 

support the internal processes for the improvement and development of the degree’s 

quality, these should be accounted for in the subsequent follow-up processes and 

accreditation renewals. 

 

The procedure for the evaluation of accreditation renewal established in Royal Decree 

1393/2007 has been subjected to different modifications which changed substantial aspects in 

the way this process was conducted in a first place. These changes affected the accreditation 

renewal deadlines (Article 34), the procedure for accreditation renewal (Article 27 bis and 27 ter) 

and the relationship between the verification process (and modification) and the accreditation 

renewal. 

 

The procedure for accreditation renewal starts with an application for evaluation by the 

university responsible for the degree, according to the procedure and timelines established in an 

open call that is regulated by the General Secretariat of Universities, Research and Technology in 

the Council for Economy and Knowledge of the Council District of Andalusia. Application scope, 

deadlines, and procedure for the submission of applications for renewal are established in the 

open call. 

 

The evaluation process was specified by the evaluation agencies through the document Criteria 

and guidelines for the evaluation for accreditation of official bachelor’s master’s and doctoral 

degrees (REACU 8
th

 and 9
th

 May 2014), which gathers the agreements reached by the agencies. 

The DEVA-AAC created its evaluation process, focused on Andalusian universities through the 

Guide for the accreditation renewal of bachelor’s and master’s university degrees in Andalusia. 

Legislation and protocols, as well as documents about the committees that participate in the 

evaluation and the evaluation reports resulting from the process of accreditation renewal, are 

available on the DEVA-AAC’s website. 

 

The evaluation for accreditation renewal is conducted by the DEVA-AAC following seven criteria 

agreed on by the evaluation agencies and gathered in the document Criteria and guidelines for 

the evaluation for accreditation of official bachelor’s master’s and doctoral degrees (REACU 8
th

 

and 9
th

 May 2014). There criteria were defined and organised by the DEVA-AAC as listed below: 

 

 

i. Available public information 

ii. Quality assurance system 

iii. Design, organisation and development of the academic programme 

iv. Teaching staff 

v. Resources, services and resource allocation 

vi. Learning results 

vii. Indicators or satisfaction and efficiency 

 

 

Criteria are assessed on a scale model that goes from “passed with excellence”, “passed”, 

“partially passed” and “not passed”. According to sections 4 and 5 of Article 27 bis in Royal 

Decree 1393/2007, the application of these evaluation criteria must lead to, according to the 

DEVA-AAC, the production of a report proposal focused on a favourable accreditation renewal 
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or, if necessary, indicating the aspects that must be necessarily changed to obtain a favourable 

report. The university can make claims; once addressed, the DEVA-AAC must produce a 

favourable or unfavourable evaluation report. This process finalises by the University Council’s 

accreditation renewal. 

Guide for accreditation renewal of bachelor’s and master’s university degrees in Andalusia 

(DEVA-AAC, 2016) considers the two items below reasons for an unfavourable report for 

accreditation renewal: 

 

a) There are deficiencies that needed to be addressed and have not been corrected after 

the agencies highlighted them repeatedly.  

b) Failure to meet clear commitments and objectives highlighted in the verified report or 

subsequent modifications about academic staff, support services, facilities and results. 

 

This guide also explains that the accreditation cannot be achieved if a “not passed” grade is 

obtained in criterion 4. Teaching staff, criterion 5. Support staff, material resources and services, 

or criteria 6. Learning results. 

 

 

The DEVA-AAC selects and appoints evaluators and issues the corresponding evaluation reports, 

following the procedure described in section 2 of this document on degree verification, based 

on the document Selection and appointment of evaluators. The committee’s composition and 

evaluators’ functions are established in the document Evaluation programmes: evaluation 

procedures and DEVA-AAC functions. This document establishes that the evaluation for 

accreditation is conducted by two committees: the field of knowledge evaluation committee 

(KEC) and the Committee for the issuing of reports. The composition of these committees is 

similar to the verification committees. 

 

 

Table 36 shows the participation of evaluators in evaluation committees for accreditation 

renewal of bachelor’s and master’s degrees. The number of participating evaluators (an 

evaluator is only accounted for once) can be observed in this table. Evaluators are shown as 

grouped since the same committee can conduct external visits for both types of degrees. The 

tables below show data on the committees related to degrees verified between 2009 and 2013 

that participated in the pilot open call, in open call 2014/15 and open call 2015/16 (first phase). 

It is important to highlight that the number of members accounted for in Social and Legal 

Science is larger than in the rest of fields since there are three committees for Social and Legal 

Science: Legal, Economic and Business Science, Social Science and Education. 

  



Page 45 of 71 
 

 

Table 36. Number of accreditation renewal evaluators for degrees by profile and field of knowledge. 

  Chairs Visit 

coordinators 

Evaluators Total  

Arts and Humanities 2 6 8 16 

Science 4 8 14 26 

Health Science 4 7 9 20 

Social and Legal Science 9 23 23 55 

Engineering and Architecture 3 5 14 22 

Total  22 49 68 139 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

 

 

Table 37 shows data on evaluators distributed by field and year, considering the fact that an 

evaluator may have participated in the evaluation of more than one degree. The 3 abolished 

degrees were not accounted for. It must be considered that evaluations were conducted in 

2014, however, reports were not issued until 2015. There were no evaluators participating in 

fields of knowledge they were involved in.  

 

Table 37. Number of evaluators and reports for accreditation renewal issued by year and field of 

knowledge. 

 Year of report  

 2014 2015 2016 

  

Total 

  

Field of knowledge No. 

issued 

reports 

No. 

evaluat

ors 

No. 

issued 

reports 

No. 

evaluat

ors 

No. 

issued 

reports 

No. 

evaluat

ors 

No. 

issued 

reports 

No. 

evaluator

s 

Arts and Humanities   5 25 11 45 16 70 32 

Science   8 21 16 33 11 54 35 

Health Science   9 22 13 28 20 50 42 

Social and Legal Science   15 47 29 112 43 159 87 

Engineering and Architecture     5 9 72 20 77 29 

Total   37 120 78 290 110 410 225 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

The time frame to finalise the accreditation renewal is six months from the moment the 

application is received by the Registry to the moment the University Council publishes the result. 

Nevertheless, this time frame can be suspended by the coordinating organisation, according to 

Article 22.1 of Law 39/2015 of Administrative Procedure, which means that when the DEVA-

AAC is requested to submit the report, it has three extra months to produce it. 
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Table 38 shows the time for the process of accreditation renewal of degrees verified between 

2009 and 2013, from the moment an application was sent by the university to the moment the 

DEVA-AAC issued an evaluation report, the year of verification of the degree was taken as a 

reference. A visit to the university, which for some other Spanish evaluation agencies is 

conducted before the official submission of the application for accreditation renewal, is included 

in this case. This table shows the average duration of the process of accreditation renewal for 

the degrees as a group in months and days (considering a month has 30,42 days). The average 

duration of the process of renewal for bachelor’s degrees is 7 months and 25 days, with a 

standard deviation of 1 month and 21 days. The minimum value was 4 months and 14 days 

and the maximum 9 months. Differences were observed among fields of knowledge, but they 

are rarely above 30 days. The differences related to the verification year seem more important 

since the average duration of the process was three months longer for 2013 than for 2009.  

 

 

 

Table 38. Duration of the process of accreditation renewal for bachelor’s and master’s degrees (in months 

and days) by year of verification and field of knowledge 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Authors’ own work 

The average cost for an evaluation for accreditation renewal of a degree (bachelor’s and 

master’s) in the DEVA-AAC was 1,312.93 euros in 2016. This value was obtained from the 

payments for the evaluators. Other costs associated with the evaluation (trips and committees’ 

accommodation) are not always comparable since some agencies use evaluators from the same 

Autonomous Community (e.g. students and professionals) and others do not. Also, the 

universities geographic location is quite variable and the DEVA-AAC has a larger work area than 

other agencies. The average cost for other agencies was: 1,245.00 euros for ACSUCYL, 2,065.00 

euros for ACPUA or 2,028.35 euros for Foundation Madrimasd. 

 

The number of evaluated degrees in each visit must be considered when observing this data. 

For instance, the cost per degree in ACPUA fluctuates between 2,380.00 euros when only one 

degree is accredited and 1,750.00 euros when four degrees are accredited. Additionally, costs 

differ among agencies in relation to the number of phases involved in the process. In some 

 Year of verification  

Field of knowledge 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Average 

by field 

Arts and Humanities 5,26 8,09 5,05 9,00 

 

7,14 

Science 6,06 8,15 7,22 9,00 

 

7,20 

Health Science 6,07 8,20 6,21 8,29 

 

7,10 

Social and Legal Science 6,09 8,16 7,27 8,28 

 

7,25 

Engineering and 

Architecture 5,22 8,25 

 

9,00 9,00 8,17 

Year average 6,05 8,17 7,14 9,00 9,00 7,25 
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agencies, evaluations have different phases in which two or more committees are involved (e.g. 

a visit committee, a field of knowledge committee, a plenary committee, etc.) the DEVA-AAC 

added a committee for report production with will increase the cost of evaluations in 2017. 

Considering this,  the average cost of the process of evaluation for accreditation renewal 

(regarding payment of retributions and evaluator’s activity) of a degree is around 2,000.00 

euros for agencies. Trips and accommodation expenses resulting from external visits are about 

500.00 euro per degree in the DEVA-AAC. 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2. Results of the evaluation of accreditation renewal by university 

 

The evaluation process for accreditation renewal was implemented in 2014 through a pilot 

open call, as established in Royal Decree 1392/2007. Three open calls have taken place since 

then: 2014/2015, 2015/2016 and 2016/2017 as ruled by the Council for Economy and 

Knowledge. The open call 2015/2016 had two phases and in 2016/2017 one extra-ordinary 

phase. The latter in order to allow seven degrees to submit their application for accreditation 

renewal within de deadline. Results of the pilot phase in 2014/15 are analysed in this document, 

as well as the first phase in 2015/26. 

 

Table 39 shows bachelor’s and master’s degrees evaluated or to be evaluated for accreditation 

renewal, using degrees with a favourable verification report as reference, official degrees 

between 2009 and 2016. All the currently offered degrees are considered in this table. This data 

coincides with the data shown in Table 18, which contains the number of verified degrees. 

There were a total of 217 verified degrees (96 bachelor’s degrees and 121 master’s degrees) in 

2009, out of a total of 1051 verified degrees between 2009 and 2016 (Table 18). The 

accreditation renewal of degrees verified in 2009 should be done in 2013 for master’s degrees 

and in 2015 for bachelor’s degrees, as established by Royal Decree 1393/2007. However, the 

first-degree accreditations were conducted in 2015 due to the two-year moratorium established 

by Royal Decree 1393/2007; that year 123 evaluation reports were produced for degrees 

verified between 2009 and 2010, corresponding to different open calls. Similarly, 290 

accreditation renewal reports were produced in 2016, they resulted from different evaluation 

open calls. According to Table 39, 638 evaluations for accreditation renewal should be 

conducted from 2016. 
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Table 39. Number of bachelor’s and master’s degrees evaluated or to be evaluated for accreditation 

renewal, using degrees with a favourable verification report as reference, official degrees between 2009 

and 2016 

  Expected 2015 2016 Total 

Almeria 38 6 29 73 

Cadiz 99 2 10 111 

Cordoba 75 2 12 89 

Granada 97 10 94 201 

Huelva 47 8 18 73 

UNIA 10 1   11 

Jaen 74 6 2 82 

Loyola Andalusia 33     33 

Malaga 49 31 43 123 

Pablo de Olavide 45 15 13 73 

Seville 71 42 69 182 

Total 638 123 290 1051 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Table 40 shows data on the accreditation renewal of bachelor’s and master’s degrees verified  

between 2009 and 1016, degrees not offered are not shown. It was observed that 49% of 

verified degrees between 2009 and 2016 (N=840) had already been evaluated for their 

accreditation renewal (n=410). When the 180 evaluations that must be finished by August 

2017 (2
nd

 phase of the open call 2015/2016 and open calls 2016/2017) are considered, this 

percentage will be 70,2% (590/840). Table 40  shows the pending evaluations for accreditation 

renewal (n=430) which correspond to degrees verified up to 2016. The majority of these 

pending evaluations (90,7%) should be finalised in 2019. 
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Table 40. Finalised and pending evaluations of degrees verified between 2009 and 2016, by university   

 University Pending up 

to 2022 

2015 2016 Total  

Almeria 23 6 29 58 

Cadiz 71 2 10 83 

Cordoba 51 2 12 65 

Granada 58 10 94 162 

Huelva 27 8 18 53 

UNIA 9 1   10 

Jaen 58 6 2 66 

Loyola Andalusia 29     29 

Malaga 34 30 43 107 

Pablo de Olavide 25 15 13 53 

Seville 45 40 69 154 

Total  430 120 290 840 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Table 41 shows that 91 degrees were accredited with a favourable report in 2009 (62 in 2015 

and 29 in 2016), out of a total of 96 degrees. One degree was abolished. There are 4 degrees 

that have not renewed their accreditation (3 from Medicine and 1 is in the process of being 

accredited, in the 2
nd

 phase of the open call 2015/2016). Out of the 121 master’s degrees with 

a favourable report in 2009, 29 renewed their accreditation in 2015 (one was not offered), and 

9 in 2016, 85 degrees were abolished and 8 are renewing their accreditation in the 2
nd

 phase of 

the open call 2015/2016. There is a two year delay, at the start of the process of accreditation 

renewal, since universities requested an extension of the two year period, established by the 

with transitional Provision from the first Article of the modification of the 12
th

 of July 2013 of 

Royal Decree 1393/2007. In summary, 90,8% of degrees were evaluated in 2009 (119 degrees 

out of the expected 131), 12 degrees are in the process of evaluation in the open calls 2015/16 

and 2016/2017.    
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Table 41. Accreditation renewal: Finalised and pending evaluations of degrees verified in 2009 

University 2015 2016 Ongoing Total  

Almeria 6  1 7 

Cadiz 2 8 1 11 

Cordoba 1 3 4 8 

Granada 2 11  13 

Huelva 8 1 3 12 

UNIA 6 2 1 9 

Jaen 13 3  16 

Loyola Andalusia 8 6 1 15 

Malaga 35 4 1 40 

Total 81 38 12 131 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Degrees verified in 2009 and evaluated for their accreditation renewal obtained a favourable 

evaluation report. However, 24 degrees out of the 38 that renewed their accreditation  in the 

first phase of the open call 2015/2016 (61%) have special follow-up recommendations. These 

recommendations are related to essential criteria: Teaching staff (criterion 4), Facilities, services 

and resource allocation (criterion 5) and Learning results (criterion 6). 

Table 42 shows data on the special follow-up recommendations included in evaluation reports 

for accreditation renewal, for the three criteria mentioned above. This table does not show data 

for the Universities of Almeria, UNIA and Loyola Andalusia since there were not verified degrees 

in 2009. There are similar values for the three criteria, however the largest number of 

recommendations were for criterion 4. Teaching staff (n=17), 15 of them were about bachelor’s 

degrees. Regarding criterion 5. Facilities, services and resource allocation, there were 13 special 

follow-up recommendations, 12 of them for bachelor’s degrees. Finally, there were a total of 15 

special follow-up recommendations, 12 of them for bachelor’s degrees, in criterion 6. Learning 

results. 
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Table 42. Number of degrees with special follow-up recommendations during the evaluation for 

accreditation renewal of degrees verified in 2009. 

 No. degrees Evaluation criteria 

 Bachelor’s 

degree 
Master’s degree  

 University With 

recom. 

Total 

 

With 

recom. 

Total CRITERION 4 

Teaching 

staff 

CRITERION 5 

Facilities, services and 

resource allocation 

CRITERION 6 

Learning 

results 

Almeria - -  - - - - 

Cadiz 2 7  1 2 1   

Cordoba 2 2 1 1 2 3 2 

Granada 10 10 1 1 10 7 7 

Huelva  -  1 - - - 

UNIA  -  - - - - 

Jaen  1  1 - - - 

Loyola 

Andalusia 

 -  - - - - 

Malaga 2 2  1 1 1  - 

Almeria 2 5  1 1 1 2 

Cadiz 2 2 2 2 1  - 4 

Total 38 17 13 15 

Source: Authors’ own work 

 

Table 43 shows data on the evaluation for renewal of degrees with a favourable evaluation 

report in 2010. A total of 451 favourable reports were issued this year (see Table 8), 93 of these 

degrees were abolished (7 bachelor’s degrees and 86 master’s degrees). From the total of 358 

degrees with a favourable verification report in 2010, 262 degrees obtained an accreditation in 

the open calls 2015 and 2016 (73,2%), 83 participated in the second phase of the open call 

2015/2016 (24%) and 10 in the subsequent open calls. There was a delay regarding the 

expected accreditation dates, since some universities requested an extension of the two year 

period, established in the transitional Provision from the first Article of the modification of the 

12th of July 2013 of Royal Decree 1393/2007, for academic courses 2012/2013, 2013/2014 and 

2014/2015. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 43. Evaluations for the accreditation renewal of degrees verified in 2010 
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University 2015 2016 Ongoing Total  

Almeria - 29 1 30 

Cadiz - - 24 24 

Cordoba 1 9 18 28 

Granada 4 73 5 82 

Huelva - 17 3 20 

UNIA - - 5 5 

Jaen - - 26 26 

Loyola Andalusia 17 39 6 62 

Malaga 7 3 8 18 

Almeria 2 61  63 

Total  31 231 96 358 

Source: Authors’ own work 

All the degrees verified in 2010 and evaluated for accreditation renewal obtained a favourable 

report. However, Table 44 shows that 148 final reports (64,1%) out of the total of degrees that 

renewed their accreditation during the first phase of the open call 2015/16 (n=231), contain 

special follow-up recommendations. There were 93 recommendations regarding teaching staff 

(criterion 4), 59 of them were for bachelor’s degrees; 76 recommendations regarding facilities, 

services and resource allocation (criterion 5), 56 of them were for bachelor’s degrees; and 103 

recommendations regarding learning results (criterion 6), 63 of them were for bachelor’s 

degrees. 

Table 44. Number of degrees with special follow-up recommendations during the evaluation for 

accreditation renewal of degrees verified in 2010  

 No. degrees Evaluation criteria 

 Bachelor’s 

degree 

 

Master’s degree CRITERION 4 

Teaching staff 

CRITERION 5 

Facilities, services 

and resource 

allocation 

CRITERION 6 

Learning results 

University Con 

recom. 

Total Con 

recom. 

Total 

Almeria 12 21 5 8 11 7 11 

Cadiz  -  - - - - 

Cordoba 9 9  - 6 6 9 

Granada 22 44 21 29 28 20 29 

Huelva 16 16 1 1 12 16 14 

UNIA  -  - - - - 

Jaen  -  - - - - 

Loyola Andalusia  -  -    

Malaga 17 31 4 8 16 10 5 

Almeria  - 1 3 1 1 1 

Almeria 19 23 21 38 19 16 34 

Total  231 93 76 103 

Source: Authors’ own work 
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4.3. Results of evaluation for accreditation renewal by field of knowledge 

Table 45 shows data on the evaluation for accreditation renewal by field of knowledge. The 

number of accreditation renewals is shown for reports issued in 2015 and 2016 for degrees 

verified in 2009n and 2010. The number of degrees accredited by field of knowledge is 

proportionally direct to the number of verified degrees, except for Engineering and Architecture. 

The degrees in this field were verified at the same time as for other fields, though they obtained 

their accreditation a year later. 

 

Table 45. Accreditation renewals by field of knowledge and year of renewal 

  Year of 

accreditation 

  

 2015 2016 Total  

Arts and Humanities 25 45 70 

Science 21 33 54 

Health Science 22 28 50 

Social and Legal Science 47 112 159 

Engineering and Architecture 5 72 77 

Total 120 290 410 

Source: Authors’ own work 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 

 

A reflective analysis of the data shown in the previous sections of this document allowed us to 

draw the conclusions listed below: 

 

1. There was a significant change in the offer of official university master’s degrees in the 

Andalusian Autonomous community since the academic year 2007-08. Currently there 

are 2,5 more master’s degrees at Andalusian universities than in that academic year, 

however, the number of bachelor’s degrees maintained similar values to the old 5 and 

3-year bachelor’s degrees and Engineering degrees. 

 

2. The work load for the whole system was not homogeneous in time. The number of 

conducted evaluations can be represented in cycles with peaks in the biennia 2009-

2010 and 2014-2015. The first peak was caused by the evaluation for verification of 

degrees included in the catalogue, whereas the second peak was caused by the increase 

in applications for verification of master’s degrees and the start of the renewal process 

for the first verified degrees. 

 

3. The evaluation of the processes of verification, follow-up and accreditation renewal was 

based on a peer review method. These evaluators are academics and students, and in 

some processes professionals or experts in quality assurance internal systems; academics 

are not from Andalusia. The method used, with some variations, is the method used by 

all the Spanish evaluation agencies and the most common method used in Europe. 

 

4. The average time for issuing an evaluation report for verification and accreditation 

renewal by the DEV-AAC was constant in the analysed period of time, and similar for all 

fields of knowledge. Evaluation for follow-up processes was not that constant and 

fluctuated through various open calls.  

 

5. Issue of evaluation report for verification and accreditation renewal for all degrees was 

conducted within the timelines established by the legislation. 

 

6. The average cost of an evaluation conducted by the DEVA-AAC is similar to other 

Spanish agencies. Follow-up processes have a lower cost. 

 

7. The number of applications for verification of master’s degrees submitted between 2009 

and 2016 doubles the applications for bachelor’s degrees. However, the number of 

accredited (or pending for accreditation) master’s degrees is only 1,19 times larger than 

for bachelor’s degrees (455 versus 358). This data support the idea of a more varied 

offer for master’s degrees than for bachelor’s degrees. 

 

8. Skewing was not observed among the different fields of knowledge for processes or 

results of evaluation for verification or accreditation renewal. The obtained values are 

proportionally direct to the number of evaluated applications. 
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9. Skewing was not observed among Andalusian universities, during the processes or 

results of evaluation for verification or accreditation renewal. The obtained values are 

proportionally direct to the number of evaluated applications. 

 

10. A total of 1051 submitted applications for verification obtained a favourable evaluation 

report out of 1147 (92%). This difference is due to the number of unfavourable reports 

(n=72) and withdrawn degrees (n=24). The percentage of favourable evaluation 

reports issued by the DEVA-AAC for verification of bachelor’s degrees (degrees 

withdrawn during the verification process were not accounted for) is superior to the 

average percentage in the ICU report. However, this percentage is inferior for master’s 

degrees. 

 

11. At least one application for evaluation of the modifications in the verified report was 

submitted by 67% of degrees, however a significant percentage of these modifications 

are related to adjustments or changes in the legislation and to changes in the computer 

platforms. The number of evaluated applications for modifications is directly related to 

the number of degrees verified at each university. 

 

12. Universities conducted an annual follow-up process for their degrees. The agency issued 

an average of 484 evaluation reports per year in the five open calls that took place for 

the evaluation of this follow-up process. This implies an average of one follow-up 

evaluation report per degree every two years. 

 

13. Of the degrees verified from 2009, 49% renewed their accreditation. 70% will have 

renewed it in 2017 and 90% in 2019. 

 

14. Of the degrees that started the evaluation cycle, 73% have already completed it. Out of 

the 1147 applications for verification submitted from 2009, a total of 840 degrees have 

obtained their accreditation or are expecting it. Out of a total of 1051 degrees with a 

favourable verification, 221 were abolished, 111 of them were replaced by other 

degrees. Only 9 of the 211 abolished degrees were bachelor’s degrees. 

 

15. Out of the total number of reports produced for accreditation renewal (n=410), 61,5% 

of degrees (n=131) in 2009 and 64,1% of degrees verified in 2010, which renewed their 

accreditation, include special follow-up recommendations for “key criteria”. The largest 

number of recommendations for these key criteria are about teaching staff, followed by 

facilities, services and resources allocation and finally by learning results. There are more 

recommendations for bachelor’s degrees than for master’s degrees in all the reports 

produced. 
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6. STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES AND PROPOSALS FOR IMPROVEMENT 

 

An analysis of the process of evaluation of bachelor’s and master’s degrees and the results of 

this process led to the identification of the strengths, weaknesses and improvement proposals, 

referred to the reference criteria, listed below: 

 

a) Meeting the objectives of the process 

b) Efficiency (staff, time, etc.) of protocols and/or guides, guidelines and support received 

by the DEVA-AAC’s staff 

c) Evaluator adequacy 

d) Consistency of the duration of evaluation processes with the legislation 

e) Consistency of obtained results 

 

 

6.1. Assessment of the evaluation cycle 

STRENGTHS: 

1. ENQA ACCREDITATION. The DEVA obtained an accreditation as a full member of the 

European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA) from the very 

start. This enabled its consolidation as a European evaluation agency and made it a 

national benchmark. The DEVA-AAC actively participates in the Spanish Network for 

University Quality Agencies (REACU). 

 

2. CULTURE OF QUALITY. A culture of quality was consolidated in the university system in 

2009 when evaluation programmes started being implemented. Currently quality is seen 

as an essential element of the university quality improvement. 

 

3. COORDINATION AND COLLABORATION. Coordination among institutions was complex 

during the first years of implementation of evaluation processes. However, 

communication channels that favoured a more efficient coordination and collaboration 

were gradually established. 

 

4. ACTIONS AND SUPPORT TOOLS FOR EVALUATION PROCEDURES. The DEVA 

established a system for revision and continuous improvement of their computer tools, 

guides and evaluation protocols in order to facilitate the universities’ work. A meta-

evaluation conducted at the end of each evaluation open call and feedback with the 

obtained information was essential for this. 

 

5. UNIVERSITIES’ COMMITMENT TO QUALITY. Andalusian universities gradually 

consolidated their commitment with processes for the evaluation of quality, using them 

to improve their degrees. 

 

6. EXTERNAL AND INDEPENDENT EVALUATORS. A public and permanent selection of 

evaluators allows selection of profiles that are consistent with the criteria of publicity, 

merit, capability and suitability, guaranteeing objectivity and independence in evaluation 

processes. 
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7. TRAINING IN QUALITY. The DEVA-AAC invested in training evaluators and developed 

technical sessions with universities to improve their training in quality. 

 

8. TECHNICAL UNITS FOR QUALITY AT UNIVERISITES. Universities created their own 

internal structures for the management of university quality, which contributed to the 

improvements in evaluation processes. 

 

9. PUBLICITY AND TRANSPARENCY. The DEVA ensures transparency in their processes by 

publishing all the information that affects evaluation processes: committees, reports, 

guides, questionnaires, etc. on their website. 

 

10. CONSOLIDATION OF CRITERIA OF EVALUATION. From 2009 until now, the definition 

of criteria of evaluation has been improving its technical rigour. This provided more 

consistency in evaluation reports.  

 

11. UNIVERSITY SELF-EVALUATION REPORTS. An improvement of the self-evaluation reports 

for the evaluation of different programmes was observed. This is the result of the 

improvement of the universities’ ability to obtain the necessary information to produce 

them. 

 

12. COORDINATED PLANNING FOR EVALUATION. Each open call for evaluation 

programmes was previously planned, with the universities’ collaboration and 

participation, which contributed to a better development of the processes. 

 

 

WEAKNESSES: 

1. EUROPEAN CONVERGENCE. A short period of time for the implementation of 

evaluation guidelines and legislation resulting from European convergence in different 

fields implied a significant stress for all the university system. 

 

2. PARTICIPATION IN THE DESIGN OF GOVERNMENT LEGISLATION. Active opinion and 

participation of involved stakeholders was not collected during the design of 

government legislation. This implied that sometimes this legislation does not meet the 

real needs of the evaluation processes. 

 

3. PERCEPTION OF QUALITY PROCESSES. Some agents of the university community 

perceived that the quality processes only address formal aspects and not other base 

problems, which generated demotivation during the implementation of improvement 

actions. 

 

4. COMPLEXITY OF EVALUATION PROCESSES. Excessively long and bureaucratic evaluation 

processes were designed, which occasionally made the fulfilment of the commitments 

acquired in reports difficult. 

 

5. HUMAN RESOURCES AND MATERIALS. An increasing and continuous demand of 

qualified staff in quality units and services, and necessary tools for the evaluation 
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programmes was not always satisfied. This implied a weakness in the quality assurance 

internal systems. 

 

6. DEFINITION OF QUALITY INDICATORS. A lack of consensus among agents implied in 

the definition and specification of quality indicators, due to their complexity, was 

occasionally observed. 

 

7. PROTOTOL FOR MODIFICATIONS. This is considered a weakness due to doubts about 

the interpretation of the legislation and the process established in the DEVA’s 

guidelines. The process for modification of degrees was sometimes complex and 

inefficient. 

 

8. SUSTAINABILITY AND ECONOMIC COST OF EVALUATIONS. An evaluation implies an 

important economic effort, it requires an investment of time, resources and qualified 

staff searching for relevant information, production and agreement in reports for the 

DEVA-AAC and for universities. 

 

9. EVALUATION REPORTS. The occasional existence, especially during the first years, of 

heterogeneity in evaluation reports in matters of criteria application and quality 

standards, is considered a weakness. 

 

 

 

PROPOSALS FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

1. EUROPEAN CONVERGENCE. It is proposed that the DEVA-AAC has a more active 

participation in debate forums and decision-making processes, which would facilitate 

the adaptation of the university system to the changes to be implemented. Also, the lack 

of international evaluators in evaluation committees implied a lack of international vision 

when evaluating degree proposals. 

 

2. PARTICIPATION IN THE DESIGN OF GOVERNMENT LEGISLATION. The possibility of 

stakeholders and especially REACU participating in the design or modifications of 

legislation that affect the evaluation processes is requested of the competent authorities.  

 

3. PERCEPTION OF QUALITY PROCESSES. To work in the creation of communication 

channels to  share the relevance and need for processes for quality evaluation to have a 

constant improvement of the university system. 

 

4. COMPLEXITY OF EVALUATION PROCESSES. To favour a simplification and rationalisation 

of evaluation systems, promoting an institutional accreditation of university centres, 

focused on academia and based on criteria and guidelines for quality assurance in the 

European Higher Education Area of ENQA (ESG, 2015), and initiating the certification of 

the implementation of quality assurance internal systems. 

 

5. HUMAN RESOURCES AND MATERIALS. To improve the resource allocation related to 

staff and material resources at universities. 
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6. TRAINING. To promote practical training sections for evaluators and university staff 

involved in self-evaluation processes. 

 

7. DEFINITION OF QUALITY INDICATORS. To promote forums and communication 

channels for reflexion, debate and consensus in the definition and application of quality 

indicators. 

 

8. PROTOCOL FOR MODIFICATIONS. To revise and improve the process for modification 

of degrees, through a guide for good practice, and establishing a period for claims 

against unfavourable reports in order to provide better legal protection for everyone 

interested in the process. 

 

9. SUSTAINABILITY AND ECONOMIC COST OF EVALUATIONS. To work on the 

simplification of evaluation processes, promoting the use of telematic systems  that 

favour the reduction of costs and therefore a sustainable system. 

 

10. EVALUATION REPORTS. To continue progressing in quality control of the evaluation 

reports through revisions contrasted by centres, universities and degrees that ensure a 

homogeneous and rigorous application of criteria and quality standards. 

 

 

6.2. Assessment of the process and verification results 

Assessment of the process and verification results share strengths and weaknesses with other 

processes; the next aspects are distributed in the three processes listed below: 

STRENGTHS: 

1. DESIGN OF DEGREES. The agreement between Andalusian universities that states that 

75% of the content of bachelor’s degrees must be common, leaving 25% for each 

speciality, was a key element for degree implementation processes. 

 

2. DESIGNS PRE-EVALUATION. The evaluation for verification allows to assess the design of 

degrees before their implementation, this contributes to define their academic structure 

and appreciate the opportunity of their implementation in the best conditions, in the 

public sector framework established  for universities. 

 

3. SIMPLIFICATION OF THE PROCESS. As a consequence of the acquired experience, the 

degrees’ verification processes have been improving, particularly in terms of procedure 

simplification, precision of criteria, obtainment and management of documentation 

required in guidelines and evaluation processes. 

 

 

 

WEAKNESSES: 

1. COMPETENCES AND LEARNING OBJECTIVES. There is some confusion about 

competences and learning objectives in the legislation that generated unnecessary 
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debates about the definition and types of competences during the degrees’ design. 

Moreover, an early implementation of MECES would have prevented confusion about 

the learning results expected in a level 2 degree (bachelor’s degree) and a level 3 degree 

(master’s degree) during. 

 

2. EVALUATION PROCESS. The designed evaluation process was the same for bachelor’s 

and master’s degrees, and it does not consider the differences in each level between 

already existent degrees and newly proposed degrees. 

 

3. PLANNING. The uncertainty about the number of applications that the DEVA-AAC will 

receive makes it difficult to plan the workload.  

 

 

 

PROPOSALS FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

1. GUIDELINES. To produce support documents, created by the agency and universities, 

which facilitate comprehension and application of new concepts and procedures 

resulting from an evaluation process. 

 

2. PROCESS VISION. To create a common work group from universities and the Agency 

that studies the possibility of reducing the bureaucratic load of the evaluation process, 

within the current legislation and without jeopardising the rigour of the process. 

 

3. PLANNING.  To establish a fixed open call, during the same time of the year, for 

submission of verification applications, which can be used as a reference by universities 

and the Agency. 

 

 

6.3. Assessment of the process and follow-up results 

Assessment of the process and verification results share strengths and weaknesses with other 

processes; the next aspects are distributed in the three processes listed below: 

STRENGTHS: 

1. CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT. The follow-up process was designed, implemented and 

evaluated with a dynamic of continuous improvement of university degrees and it 

managed to boost the dynamic character of degrees allowing the addition of 

modifications and update of verification reports. 

 

2. PROCESS FREQUENCY. The follow-up process was regularly evaluated, which 

contributed to acknowledge the importance of internal follow-up processes conducted 

by Andalusian universities. This helps to back up decisions about the follow-up process 

and to reinforce the importance of the process. 

WEAKNESSES: 
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1. SELF-EVALUATION REPORTS.  The production of self-evaluation reports by universities 

required a learning process, which at the start implied deficiencies in their content 

related to contrastable evidence. 

 

2. PROCESS PLANNING.  An establishment of annual open calls made the follow-up 

process more difficult. This process should have been longer than a year to facilitate the 

implementation of the improvement cycle. 

 

3. PROCESS USEFULNESS. The objective of the follow-up process of degrees was met, 

however the involved stakeholders did not consider it a useful tool for the degrees’ 

improvement. 

 

4. REPRESENTATION AND VALIDITY. It is important to improve the representation of the 

satisfaction results about different aspects of degrees. Moreover, information collection 

should be based on valid and reliable tools. 

 

PROPOSALS FOR IMPROVEMENT: 

1. PROCESS SIMPLIFICATION. A simplification and rationalisation of the follow-up process 

in order to promote the institutional accreditation of university centres, focused on 

academia and based on criteria and guidelines for quality assurance in the European 

Higher Education Area of ENQA (ESG, 2015), should be considered. 

 

2. GUIDELINES AND EVALUATION PLANNING. Guidelines and procedures must be 

subjected to continuous improvement to be able to guide evaluators and university 

coordinators in a more adequate manner. These documents, as well as the process 

timelines, must be published by the DEVA in advance so universities can plan their work 

(report production, information collection, etc.) 

 

3. QUALITY ASSURANCE SYSTEMS. It is necessary to improve the degrees’ quality assurance 

systems to adapt them to the changes caused by the follow-up process.  This 

improvement must be based on rationalisation, simplification and usefulness. 

 

4. STANDARDISATION OF EVALUATION TOOLS.  It would be convenient to have 

standardised evaluation processes and tools for all Andalusian universities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.4. Assessment of the evaluation process and accreditation renewal results 

Assessment related to the evaluation process for accreditation renewal and its results are part of 

a continuous process and share strengths and weaknesses with other processes, in order to 

facilitate the reading of this part, the aspects listed below were distributed in three processes. 
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STRENGTHS: 

1. REFLECTION AND IDENTIFICATION OF AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT. The accreditation 

renewal process enabled a dynamic of revision and analysis by agents involved in the 

degrees, in which strengths and weaknesses were identified. These resulted in the 

design of improvement plans. 

 

2. INFORMATION COLLECTION. An improvement in the ability of universities to obtain 

information, particularly in databases with result indicators, which facilitated the 

improvement of self-evaluation reports with each new open call. 

 

3. PILOT STUDY. The implementation or a preliminary pilot study allowed the identification 

of weaknesses in the planning, improvement of the methodology and the generation of 

a culture of evaluation which contributed to perfecting evaluation panels, staff from 

technical units and other involved agents. 

 

4. CONTRIBUTION OF EXTERNAL VISITS. External visits the situation of degrees to be 

known first-hand and generated a process of internal revision at universities with 

positive results in the production of self-evaluation reports and in the submission of 

evidence. 

 

5. RECOMMENDATIONS AS OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE IMPROVEMENT OF DEGREES. 

Universities often understand the recommendations in final reports as opportunities for 

the continuous improvement of their degrees, transforming weaknesses in 

opportunities. 

 

 

WEAKNESSES. 

1. TIMING. The fact that the registration with RUCT is taken as reference for the 

accreditation renewal resulted in the evaluation of degrees that, due to their late 

implementation, only have learning results from one or two batches of students and can 

only submit a few efficiency indicators. 

 

2. INFORMATION ABOUT STAKEHOLDER SATISFATION. A common weakness among 

evaluated degrees was that it was difficult for universities and evaluators to find 

information about the different stakeholders involved in the degree. 

 

3. SELF-EVALUATION REPORTS AND HEARINGS. Committees’ knowledge about degrees is 

conditioned by the self-evaluation report’s quality and the impression obtained during 

the hearings, which is also determined by their composition. 

 

4. ORGANISATION OF VISITS. Visits in which more than one degree was evaluated were of 

a high intensity which might have resulted in a decrease in the quality of some reports. 
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5. REPORTS. In some cases, there was little motivation put into evaluation reports. This 

was especially observed in some fields of knowledge written by non-academic 

evaluators. 

 

6. POSITIVE ASPECTS OF DEGREES. It was observed that little emphasis was made in the 

positive aspects of degrees when writing reports. 

 

 

 

IMPROVEMENT PROPOSALS: 

1. CONNECTION BETWEEN THE DIFFERENT PHASES OF THE PROCESS. The degrees’ 

follow-up process after their first accreditation renewal should be based on learning 

results and obtained indicators, which would contribute to reducing the evaluation 

objectives and focus the revision and assessment on critical criteria in the degree. 

 

2. COMPUTER PLATFORMS. Document computer managers should be promoted at 

universities in order to collect organised information to meet the demand of evidence 

and allow electronic access to them 

 

3. INFORMATION COLLECTION. The systems for information collection are open to a 

significant improvement and representation of people involved in hearings should be 

assured. 

 

4. PROCESS FOR VISITS. The visiting committee should have the option to request 

additional meetings with some panels that might clarify some relevant aspects of the 

degree with previously collected information.  

 

5. EMPLOYERS’ INVOLVEMENT IN DEGREES. It would be beneficial to promote 

corporations, professional associations and potential employers’ involvement during the 

progression of the degrees. 

 

6. MORE VISIBILITY OF STRENGTHS. Degrees’ strengths should be highlighted, this would 

encourage their managers to continue working on the positive aspects. 
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ANNEXE I: SEMINAR PROGRAMME 

 

10:00 - 10:15 Collection of material 

 

10:15 - 10:30 Opening ceremony 

By Manuel Torralbo Rodríguez, General Secretary of Universities, Research 

and Technology. Council of Economy and Knowledge. 

 

10:30 - 11:00 Welcome and presentation of the document “Analysis and evaluation of 

the verification, follow-up and accreditation cycle for official university 

degrees in Andalusia (2009-2016)". 

By Francisco Gracia Navarro, director of DEVA-AAC. 

 

11:00 - 11:15 Verification process of bachelor’s and master’s degrees: Analysis and 

improvement proposals. 

Session’s coordinators: Miguel Ángel Pendón Meléndez, Vice-rector of 

the planning department at the University of Cadiz, Santiago Roura 

Gómez, President of the Area of Legal Science and María Paz Espinosa 

Alejos, President of the Area of Economic and Business Science. 

 

11:15 - 12:30 DEBATE 

 

12:30 - 12:45 Follow-up process of bachelor’s and master’s degrees: Analysis and 

improvement proposals. 

Session’s coordinators: María Soledad Cárdenas Aranzana, Director of the 

Area of Quality at the University of Córdoba, María Teresa Pozo Llorente, 

Director of the Quality, Innovation and Prospective Unit at the University 

of Granada and Emilio Manuel Fernández Suárez, President of the Area of 

Science. 

 

12:45 - 14:00 DEBATE 

 

14:00 - 15:30 Break and buffet lunch. 

 

15:30 - 15:45 Accreditation renewal of bachelor’s and master’s degrees. Analysis and 

improvement proposals. 

Session’s coordinators: Carlos León de Mora, Vice-rector of the Area of 

Digital Development and Evaluation at the University of Seville, Santiago 

Roura Gómez, President of the Area of Legal Science and Emilio Manuel 

Fernández Suárez, President of the Area of Science. 

 

15:45 - 17:00 DEBATE 

 

17:00 - 17:30 Conclusions and closure.  
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ANNEXE II: SEMINAR ABSTRACT AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

Opening ceremony 

Led by the General Secretary of Universities in the Andalusian Council district, who highlighted 

how this seminar created two principles applicable to the entire evaluation cycle of official 

bachelor’s and master’s degrees: transparency and homogeneity in the application of evaluation 

criteria at Andalusian universities. 

He also highlighted that the evaluation process had an emulation effect in the research field, 

since there are already universities that send their own research plans to the DEVA for 

evaluation. The Andalusian university system improved in rankings that measure research 

impact and has to improve the quality of bachelor’s and master’s degrees. Moreover, the 

verification process of new degrees proposals is of great relevance since it implies a first 

guarantee of the evaluation system since it determines the adequacy of their resources to the 

offer of degrees. The follow-up and accreditation processes aim to contribute to a model that 

guarantees quality in the students’ education. 

The subsequent interventions were distributed in four round tables: 

 

Round table 1: Analysis of the evaluation cycle 

The analysis of the evaluation cycle, from verification to accreditation renewal, was led by the 

director of the DEVA, who highlighted that the addition of official university degrees imparted 

at Andalusian universities to the EHEA was a significant milestone in the international 

acknowledgement of the quality of the education offered in our Autonomous Community. Since 

2009, when the first verification of official degrees were conducted in Andalusia, Royal Decree 

1393/2007 philosophy was followed, favouring university autonomy and responsibility. 

Among the presented data he highlighted that the offer of official university degrees has 

significantly changed since 2007. Currently, there are 2,5 more master’s degrees at Andalusian 

universities, whereas the number of bachelor’s degrees has not changed. Since 2009, the 

number of evaluations was irregular but cyclical; there were peaks in 2009 and 2010, when pre-

exisiting degrees were verified, and in 2014 and 2015, when a significant increase in the 

number of applications was observed, and the accreditation renewal processes started. 

Applications for verification of master’s degrees submitted between 2009 and 2016 doubled the 

applications for verification of bachelor’s degrees; the number of master’s degrees accredited or 
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with a pending accreditation was 1,19 times the number of bachelor’s degrees in the same 

situation. In summary, there was more dynamism in the offer of master’s degrees than of 

bachelor’s degrees. 

On the other hand, the average time for the issue of an evaluation report for verification and 

accreditation renewal was constant, and within the established timelines; it was also similar for 

all fields of knowledge. However, the evaluation of the follow-up process was more irregular 

and fluctuated in different calls. The average cost of evaluations conducted by the DEVA was 

similar to other Spanish agencies; comparatively, these processes are efficient in terms of 

economy, staff and timing costs. In conclusion, skewing was not observed in evaluation 

processes or results, in any field of knowledge or any of the eleven Andalusian universities. 

This table concluded with a presentation of the main strengths, weaknesses and improvement 

measures gathered in the Document for debate in the Session on Analysis and evaluation of the 

verification, follow-up and accreditation cycle of official bachelor’s and master’s degrees in 

Andalusia. 

 

Round table 2: Analysis of the process and results of the evaluation for verification 

After clarifying some aspects about the session’s aim and the content of the document for 

debate, some data of interest about results of the evaluation for verification was presented. It 

was highlighted that the process of evaluation for verification resulted in 1051 favourable 

reports out of 1147 submitted applications (92%). Out of 96 degrees that were not verified, 72 

sis not obtain a favourable report and 24 were withdrawn. 96% of not verified degrees (92) 

were master’s degrees. It was also highlighted that 67% of degrees submitted less than one 

application for evaluation of modifications in the verified report. A significant part of these 

modifications is related to adjustments to changes in the legislation and changes in the 

computer platforms. The number of evaluated applications for modifications is directly related to 

the number of verified degrees at each university. Finally, the main strengths, weaknesses and 

improvement measures gathered in the Document for debate were presented. 

After the presentation there was a Q & A session, followed by a debate among all the 

participants. During the debate, the session was positively evaluated since it gave an 

opportunity for “evaluators” and “evaluated” to have a debate, under the DEVA’s coordination. 

This is an act of social responsibility and transparency. Additionally, it was highlighted that in 

the future, the DEVA should favour an exchange of experiences and good practices between 

universities and the work of the DEVA’s staff was valued. 
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The conclusions listed below were drawn in this debate: 

 

1. It is necessary to collaborate with other agencies to analyse the efficiency and usefulness 

of verification processes. 

 

2. Andalusia’s decision to establish, in a consensual manner, 75% of common content in 

the same bachelor’s degree at all the different universities allowed to harmonise the 

different proposals submitted for verification. 

 

3. The verification process and production of evaluation reports implies quality assurance 

and degree’s success, as well as solvency and continuity. 

 

4. It is necessary to insist in an improvement when filling in the different sections  of the 

verification report, it should be simpler and visually attractive. 

 

5. It would be convenient to clarify the nature and meaning of competences, unify them 

and collect them in a public document, such as in a White Book, in degrees with the 

same name. 

 

6. It is necessary to look for ways to accelerate, facilitate, reduce and rationalise the 

evaluation procedures for degree modification. This would result in a decrease of the 

effort and dedication that this process requires, as well as the stress that the university 

community is subjected to. 

 

7. Existing differences among modifications and recommendations should be clarified, 

increasing the number of recommendations to accelerate the modification processes; 

their usefulness (modifications vs. recommendations) should be assessed. This is 

especially important when updating the first versions of the submitted verification 

reports. 

 

 

Round table 3: Analysis of the process and results of the evaluation for follow-up processes 

After indicating the objectives of the evaluation for follow-up processes and the criteria they are 

subjected to, the fact that Andalusian universities conducted an annual  follow-up process of all 

their verified degrees and the DEVA evaluated it was highlighted. Specifically, in the five 

published open calls for evaluation, the agency issued an average of 484 evaluation reports per 
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year, which means that an evaluation report for the follow-up process was issued every two 

years for each degree. 

Additionally, the main conclusions, strengths, weaknesses and improvement proposals gathered 

in the Document for debate of this session, were briefly presented. 

The conclusions listed below were drawn in this debate: 

1. The degrees’ follow-up is an important and useful process, however, the university 

community’s perception of it is worrying, since its consequences and results are 

constantly questioned. It is necessary to communicate the follow-up process’ usefulness, 

since shared work between universities and the DEVA is essential for its development. 

Emphasis was made in the importance to assess the efficiency of this process 

considering not only the DEVA’s effort to address its demands but also the university 

and its managers’ effort. 

 

2. It is necessary to simplify and rationalise this process. The follow-up process should be 

able to identify improvement and good practices in specific aspects of a degree (for 

instance competences), this simplification must focus on some aspects: 

 

- Global evaluation cycle of degrees and their follow-up process. 

 

- Procedures and tools for the degrees’ quality assurance systems. 

 

3. During the debate, the importance of coordination between universities and the DEVA’s 

vital role in this coordination, encouraging common work and debate forums, was 

highlighted. 

 

4. The analysis of degrees’ modifications should be associated to the follow-up process 

before the verification process, since it is a key indicator of the degree’s development. 

 

5. The degree’s follow-up process should be conducted in relation to the level of learning 

results observed in students. 

 

6. The degrees’ follow-up process should be based on the university’s autonomy and 

responsibility. This is the result of the experience acquired in this period of time; it is 

necessary to redirect and rationalise the follow-up process. 
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Round table 4: Evaluation for accreditation renewal 

This table started with a call for good practices during the session, allowing a common 

reflection (DEVA and Andalusian universities, along with representatives from quality agencies 

from other Autonomous communities) about the complete evaluation cycle of university 

degrees. 

After, data extracted from the accreditation renewal database were presented, it was 

highlighted that 90% of official bachelor’s and master’s degrees imparted in Andalusia will have 

completed the evaluation cycle in 2019. A high number of recommendations (REC) and special 

follow-up recommendations (SFR) in key criteria of this process: 4: teaching staff; 5: facilities, 

resources and services and 6: learning results). Similarly, there was an improvement in the 

processes for collection of necessary information to produce self-evaluation reports and 

evaluations in general. It was also highlighted that the pilot programme for accreditation 

renewal, developed in autumn 2014, generated important ideas that benefited subsequent 

open calls. Finally, the main strengths, weaknesses and improvement measures gathered in the 

Document for debate were presented. 

After, a debate between the participants in the session was initiated. 

The conclusions listed below were drawn in this debate: 

1. A common reflection on accreditation renewal and other processes was extraordinarily 

positive. 

2. The presence of professionals in accreditation renewal processes  is difficult and 

expensive, therefore, the participation of Social Councils is proposed. 

3. Follow-up processes and the relationship between all the different phases of the 

evaluation process are important. Cost-benefit studies should be conducted. 

4. External controls are necessary at universities. 

5. Satisfaction surveys are a key tool to evaluate a degree’s quality during the process of 

accreditation renewal. It is essential to increase the number of participants in them. 

6. It would be convenient that the accreditation renewal reports highlight the degrees’ 

strengths, in order to avoid a distorted (and negative) perception of the university 

system by society. 

7. Claims in the process should be simplified and a more fluent communication channel 

between centres and members of evaluation committees should be favoured. 
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8. There are doubts about the scope of institutional accreditation. Some universities 

request autonomy to accredit their degrees once they obtain this institutional 

accreditation, since they would evaluate them in consistence with the assumed 

commitments. However, other universities agree with the degree’s evaluation and not 

the centre’s, since the latter might imply a decrease in the useful information for the 

degree’s improvement.  

9. There is uncertainty about the consequences of a change from degree evaluation to 

institutional evaluation, since the existing procedures are designed for degrees’ 

evaluation. 

This session concluded with the public presentation of these conclusions. 

 

Cordoba 5
th

 of July 2017. 

 


