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	Corruption risks arising from University management

	Corruption risks
	How to detect? (external signs)
	What to check?
(monitoring objects)
	How to minimize? (anti-corruption measures)

	Non-transparent formation and distribution of University budget
	1. The absence in the university of a budget commission or

a similar collegial body approving the budget (or its nominal nature);

2. The absence (or nominal nature) of a specific and working procedure for the formation and consideration of budget applications;

3. The lack of protocols of final decisions on the approval of specific budget items;

4. Absence of established communication channels on informing departments on the results of the consideration of budget applications;

5. Frequent reallocation of funds between various

budget items;

6. Not transparent distribution of overhead
	1. The presence of a collegial body approving the budget of the university;

2. The degree of involvement of heads and representatives of structural units in the discussion of the budget and

adoption of the final decision (composition of the collegial body);

3. The format and procedure for discussing and approving the budget (in-person, in absentia, on-line; quorum; decision-making procedure (secret / open voting; whether all participants in the meeting can vote; is there a “casting vote”, etc.);

4. The degree of argumentation of the exclusion or approval of specific articles;

5. The availability of minutes of meetings of the budget commission (or other collegial body for the budget), as well as

formalized final decisions;

6. Compliance with the procedure for familiarizing structural units with the approved budget;

7. Transparency of budget spending and the presence of each unit the ability to control its budget;

8. Existing reporting mechanisms for the use of the allocated budget
	1. Peer review and approval of the budget;

2. Horizontal budget management

(provision of operational independence to units within the allocated budget);

3. Implementation of strict reporting mechanisms for the use of budget funds;

4. Performance monitoring of
use of budget funds with a mandatory presentation and assessment of the results achieved

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	
	
	
	

	Misuse of assets and

fixed assets
	1. A large number of rental space withdrawn from the classroom fund;

2. Transfer of laboratory stock and training grounds for practical skills leasing to third parties for commercial

the activities

3. A large number of events of third parties held on the basis of the university;

4. Transfer of residential space of the university (office apartments, places in a hostel) for rent or for free

use by third parties;

5. Transfer of the university’s vehicles for rent or free use to third parties and third parties
	1. Production and business agreements of the university, with particular attention to lease and gratuitous use agreements;

2. The actual classroom fund (excluding rented space) in comparison with the current contingent of students;

3. Schedule for identifying audiences involved in the educational process, gyms / venues, laboratories, training grounds for practicing practical skills;

4. The rental schedule in comparison with the schedule of training sessions in order to identify contradictions and obstacles to the normal organization of the training

process

5. The number of premises on the balance of the university;

6. Received applications for

the provision of housing in order to identify the shortage of residential premises and the unmet need for housing for students and university staff;

7. Lists of persons actually living in the university’s housing stock in comparison with the lists of employees and students in order to identify residential premises,

transferred to use by third parties (permissible subject to full satisfaction of housing needs

students and university staff);
8. Lists of vehicles on the university balance sheet and rental agreements for these vehicles for compliance with their intended use;

9. Materials on the university’s website and on the Internet in order to determine the number of events of external organizations held on the basis of the university, as well as their impact on the educational process
	1. A transparent procedure for planning the revenue side of the budget through the use of fixed assets;

2. Transfer of the classroom lease only after scheduling and starting the educational process (due to unused classrooms);

3.  Lease of gyms / venues / facilities, laboratories and training grounds for the development of practical skills only in the free of training

4. process time (in the absence of training sessions);

5.  Transparent housing allocation procedure,

6. transfer of residential premises for rent only after the publication on the university’s website of information for students and staff about the availability of free space and in the absence of relevant statements from them;

7. Annual report on the use of assets and fixed assets;

8.  Annual external and internal audit of the use of assets and fixed assets.


	
	
	
	

	
	1. Regular involvement of the same suppliers;

2. Lack of clear criteria for the selection of suppliers;

3. Lack of a transparent procurement planning procedure;

4. Systematic unscheduled procurement;

5. Procurement of works and services similar to the works and services performed by teachers and university staff;

6. Purchase of goods, works and services at prices higher than average market prices (without sufficient justification);

7. Wrong choice of public procurement method (on a competitive basis, from one source, etc.)
	1. The planned and actual expenditures of the budget;

2. The availability and effectiveness of the procurement planning procedure;

3. The list and cost of procurement of goods, works and services of third parties in the reporting period;

4. Price offers of various suppliers for each purchase (the absence of such is also a corruption factor, since it indicates

lack of preliminary market research procedures);

5. The average market value of similar goods, works and services (through monitoring and analysis of proposals on the Internet, the media);

6. Documentation on public procurement (for public universities), the correctness and validity of the choice of public procurement method in each case;

7. Duplication of purchased works and services with the functional units or individual employees of the university.
	

	
	
	
	1. Implementation of a transparent procurement planning procedure as part of the approval of the budget expenditures by the budget commission;

2. Setting a limit on unplanned purchases;

3. A compulsory request for price offers and justification by the unit initiating the selection of a specific supplier (before the budget commission or other competent institution of the university);

4. Annual report on the effectiveness of spending budget funds of the university;

5. The annual internal audit of the budget spending of the university.
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	Non-transparent hiring and promotion procedure
	1. Sole decision-making on the hiring / promotion of an employee by the first head of a university or the head of a structural unit;

2. Lack of clear criteria for admission to specific positions in the university and qualification requirements for candidates;

3. Lack of a transparent procedure for selecting personnel and making other personnel decisions.
	1. 1. Orders for hiring, transferring / appointing employees to new positions in the reporting period;

2. 2. Qualification requirements for these positions and selection criteria for candidates;

3. 3. Compliance of the accepted / appointed persons with the declared requirements and criteria;

4. 4. The degree of awareness of employees about available vacancies (study of the university website, other warning systems);

5. 5. The decision-making process on the hiring / appointment of a specific candidate (availability of minutes of peer discussion; orders; files of candidates, etc.)
	1. 1. Collective decision-making on the selection of personnel for occupying vacant posts;

2. 2. A transparent procedure for selecting personnel for vacant positions, free participation of all interested candidates in it;

3. 3. Competitive selection of personnel for any vacant positions (with the exception of junior technical personnel).


	Corruption risks arising from academic specifics of the HEI’s

	Corruption risks
	How to detect? (external signs)
	How to check?
(monitoring objects)
	How to minimize? (anti-corruption measures)

	
	1. Admission of applicants without a certificate of UNT, KTA (for undergraduate studies); certificate of passing a test for knowledge of a foreign language, certificate of passing a test in a specialty (for master's degree, doctoral studies);
2.
2. Admission of applicants who did not score a passing score during the testing of NTCs (UNT, KTA, testing for a master's / doctoral program);

3.
3. Violation of the deadlines for admission of applicants.
	1. Personal files of applicants in the reporting period for the availability of the necessary certificates, their compliance with the filing date of the documents and the minimum threshold score for admission;

2. Applications for admission to the university regarding the compliance of the filing date with the established period for admission of applicants;

3. Orders for admission to the university (compliance with the established deadlines and procedures for admission to the students).
	1. Internal audit of documents of applicants upon completion of the selection committee;

2. Transparent reporting procedure to the authorized body in the field of education;

3. Digitalization of the process of enrolling applicants and integration of a database of persons enrolled in

students / undergraduates / doctoral students, and individuals who have earned a threshold score during testing at the NTC.
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	Failure to comply with established procedures grants

distribution


	1. Lack of announcement of grants on the university website;

2. Lack of awareness of students about the possibility of obtaining grants (social networks, instant messengers, information systems and other communication channels with students are not involved);

3. Lack of submission and review procedure applications for a grant;

4. Sole or formally collegial decision-making on the distribution of grants
	1. University website and other communication channels with

2. students (social networks, messengers, information systems, etc.) for the availability and timeliness of relevant notifications;

3. A reasonable deadline for the provision of the necessary documents, sufficient to collect the full package;

4. Minutes of decisions of collegial bodies of higher educational institutions and documents of candidates who expressed their desire

5. The results of questioning students about the degree of their awareness of the availability of vacant grants and the availability of participation in the competition.
	1. Inspection by the authorized body upon receipt of documents on compliance with the conditions for early informing students


	Non-transparent procedure

Distribution of
dorm places
	1. Lack of clear selection criteria for applicants;

2. Lack of accounting for the priority of receipt of applications;

3. Non-observance of the collegial order of decision-making on the provision of a place in a dorm;

4. An opaque procedure for the distribution of vacant (free) places in a dorm. 
	1. University website and other communication channels with

2. students (social networks, messengers, information systems, etc.) regarding the availability and timeliness of posting announcements about the distribution of places in the hostel;

3. Documents fixing the decision on the provision of places in the hostel to specific students (orders, minutes of the meeting of the relevant collegial body);

4. Lists of students and employees living in the hostel in comparison with orders and protocols on providing a place (whether there are persons settled bypassing the established procedure).
	1. Establishment of a limit on the settlement of faculty / staff and students;

2. Identification of priority categories for the provision of places in the hostel and the publication of the relevant list;

3. Defining and publishing the grounds for depriving a place in a hostel;

4. Collective decision-making on the settlement / eviction from the hostel;

5. Digitalization of the process of receiving and processing applications from students and employees.

	Violations in the course of monitoring students’ performance


	1. The absence or inadequate control of attendance at classes;

2. The lack of a clearly regulated procedure for setting, amending and revising grades;

3. The prevalence of control measures orally;

4. Lack of quality control mechanisms for teaching and student assessment;

5. Lack of institutional analysis at the university.
	1. Instructor’s electronic journal for the timely issuance of attendance and current grades;

2. A selective analysis of the logs of the information system used by the university in order to identify facts of making / changing grades, removing / adding omissions outside the framework of the established procedure;

3. The most common forms of control measures;

4. The established procedures for checking and evaluating the quality of teaching;

5. Analytics based on the results of the reporting period, as well as the results of teaching specific disciplines;

6. A selective analysis of the performance of a particular student in different disciplines, identifying significant deviations
	1. Strict competitive selection of teachers;

2. Tight control of attendance with immediate (on the same day) issuing attendance to the electronic journal;

3. Systematic verification of data on admissions with data on the actual presence of students in the walls of the university (registering for "entry-exit");

4. The prevalence of written forms of control;

5. Systematic cross-blind verification of student work by other subject teachers;

6. Analysis of current performance in specific disciplines of different teachers, identifying and researching the causes of deviations;

7. Strictly regulated procedure for rating and making changes to the electronic journal;

8. Improving the objective motivation of students to identify cases of academic corruption and dishonesty;

9. Every semester provide survey of students


	
	
	
	

	Violations in the course of the intermediate control of academic performance (examination period)
	1. The lack of established procedures for the development and storage of examination materials;

2. An unreasonably wide circle of people with access to exam materials;

3. Lack of clearly regulated examinations;

4. Lack of blind verification and encryption of work;

5. Sole reception of oral exams;

6. Lack of analytics in exam results (deviations from Bell Curve);
7. Duplication 
	1. Internal documents governing the development of examination materials and examinations;

2. The procedure for storing examination materials;

3. The ratio of oral and written exams;

4. Examination records, obvious deviations from the Bell Curve;

5. Selective examination of written examination papers (availability of ciphers or open verification);

6. Selective verification of protocols of appeal;

7. Studying the results of a student survey.

8. The existence of special procedures for information protection of test development tools, confidentiality and autonomy of the conditions for their preparation, storage, transfer.

9. The list of administrative rights to control the testing system,
	1. Limitation of the circle of persons having access to exam materials;

2. Reducing the time for the development of examination tasks;

3. The absolute predominance of written exams and exams in open-book format;

4. Refusal to test as a form of final control in the discipline *;

5. Commission admission for oral exams;

6. System analytics of exam results, study of deviations;

7. Exclusion of duplication of authority to set the final grade for the discipline;

8. Blind verification and encryption of written works;

9. Systematic cross-blind examination of exam papers by other subject teachers;

10. Transparent appeal procedure;


	
	of powers for verification of work and the issuance of examination grades;8. The prevalence of oral examinations over written ones;

9. Lack of a clear appeal procedure for exam results.

10. The presence and prevalence of the test form of knowledge control in classes.
	the mechanism for the formation of the final statements, the transfer of assessments to the transcript, the autonomy and security of the software.
	11. 11. Improving the objective motivation of students to identify cases of academic corruption and dishonesty;

12. 12. Every semester provide survey of students.

13. * if the educational organization is forced to use a test form, then it must provide the following conditions:

14. - isolate the test development site (only a local server without external access, removal of all ports and media, constant video recording of the development process, duty personnel, registration of access to the premises, prohibition of the use of storage media - only printed versions after inspection);

15. - introduce a two-stage "blind" examination of the developed tests, identify obviously easy or template questions;

16. - ensure constant updating of the test base;

17. - provide visual and technical monitoring of the test delivery procedure (tracking logs in the system,

18. logs of answers to questions, timing of time for answers, behavior at the computer);

19. - detail and diversify the methodology for compiling tests (situational, verification, control), use branching, adaptability, etc.


	Non-transparent procedure

final attestation
(state exams)
	1. Lack of employer involvement;

2. The lack of written exams with blind verification;

3. Testing on the basis of the university;

4. Granting preferences to members of the certification committee (lunches, gifts, etc.);

5. Lack of audio, video recording of examinations and the work of the certification committee;

6. Lack of a transparent appeal procedure;

7. Significant differences between the current student performance and the results of the final certification
	1. Internal documents governing the final attestation of students;

2. The composition of the attestation commission to identify outside members and employers;

3. The minutes of the work of the attestation commission;

4. Audio, video recording materials;

5. Examination work to identify blind verification and encryption;

6. The results of the final attestation and current performance of specific students with a view to identifying sharp discrepancies and their validity;

7. The results of a survey of students regarding the organization of the final attestation (requisitions, the acquisition of gifts, etc.);

8. A survey of third-party members of the certification committee in order to determine compliance with the established procedure;

9. Minutes of appeal.
	1. The widest possible involvement of employers in the composition of attestation commissions;

2. Transfer of individual exams for employers;

3. Reorientation of the format of the final exams to test specific skills;

4. Video and audio recording of the work of attestation commissions;

5. Blind verification and encryption of written works;

6. Separate verification of work by members of the attestation committee;

7. The most limited access to exam materials;

8. System analytics of the results of final attestation in comparison with the current performance of students;

9. Questioning students on the subject of objectivity of the final attestation;

10. Questioning of third-party members of attestation commissions, representatives of employers.


	Hired performers of academic

works
	1. 1. Absence of a total check of all written works on plagiarism;

2. 2. Lack of oral defense of written academic work;

3. 3. A significant discrepancy in the quality of classroom written work and work prepared outside the audience.
	1. 1. Reports on the verification of academic work for plagiarism (their absence is a corruption factor);

2. 2. Separate student work (blind sampling) with simultaneous verification of plagiarism;

3. 3. University accounts in social networks for the identification of hired performers and intermediaries;

4. 4. The results of a survey of students on this issue.
	1. 1. A universal check of student work for plagiarism;

2. 2. Oral defense of written work;

3. 3. Monitoring social media to identify intermediaries and hired performers;

4. 4. Introduction of legal responsibility of hired performers of academic work.

	Falsification of academic documents (reference,

transcript)
	1. 1. Direct contact of recipients of services and contractors responsible for the issuance of academic documents;

2. 2. An overly broad list of individuals with

3. access to editing transcripts in the information system (1-2 people are enough);

4. 3. Lack of systematic reconciliation of the transcript and primary forms of accounting for final grades in disciplines (examination sheets).
	1. 1. Intra-university orders for admission, transfer and graduation of students in comparison with issued certificates and transcripts;

2. 2. Documents of primary accounting of final grades (examination sheets) in comparison with transcripts of specific students (blind sampling);

3. 3. Logs of all mechanical (non-automatic) changes made to student transcripts in the reporting period.
	1. 1. Minimization (or better absence) of direct contacts of consumers of services with direct performers;

2. 2. Systematic reconciliation of examination sheets with transcripts of students;

3. 3. Automation of the formation of transcripts;

4. 4. Systematic verification of logs for making changes to transcripts in the information system;

5. 5. Development and use of additional software to track the number of corrections made in one access session.


	Non-transparent
mastering of research grants
	1. Absence of planned research results;

2. Absence of verification of studies performed on plagiarism;

3. Involvement of not all declared experts;

4. The lack of a clear division of responsibilities among the members of the research group;

5.  Publication of research results in predatory magazines;

6. The lack of coverage of the project in the university and beyond it

	1. 1. Grant application, research plan and planned results;

2. 2. Project implementation schedule;

3. 3. Actual work performed and results achieved;

4. 4. Reports on the verification of studies performed on plagiarism;

5. 5. The list of publications in which the main results of the study are published in comparison with the list of predatory magazines;

6. 6. A selective analysis of the scientific viability of publications in which scientific research is published;

7. 7. Materials about the study in the media and the Internet;

8. 8. Comparison of the value of the achieved results with the amount of allocated funding;

9. 9. Actual expenses for the implementation of the study (salaries to experts, to whom exactly, to all members of the research groups, etc.)
	1. 1. System monitoring by the customer of the research results;

2. 2. Refusal to accept publications in predatory publications;

3. 3. Mandatory reports on plagiarism with a justification for the conclusion about its absence / presence (refusal from a formal indicator - percentage of uniqueness);

4. 4. Monitoring the fulfillment of the obligation to cover the research in the media and on the Internet;

5. 5. Control of systemic involvement in the work on the project of all the declared members of the research group


	Lack of

responsibility for academic dishonesty
	· 1. The lack of an internal university document governing the responsibility of employees and

· students for academic dishonesty;

· 2. The lack of mechanisms for monitoring academic integrity;

· 3. Lack of mechanisms to hold accountable for academic dishonesty;

· 4. Lack of adverse

· implications for perpetrators

· academic dishonesty.
	1. 1. Internal documents governing responsibility for academic dishonesty;

2. 2. The presence / absence of an organ,

3. authorized to consider facts of violations of academic integrity

4. (disciplinary committee, ethics committee, etc.);

5. 3. The regulations and powers of such a body;

6. 4. Real cases of prosecution for academic dishonesty;

7. 5. Adverse effects

8. provided for academic dishonesty (declared and actually occurring).
	1. 1. The introduction of an individual body independent from the administration of the university, authorized to consider the facts of academic dishonesty;

2. 2. The introduction of restrictions on the access of individuals who have committed academic dishonesty to certain academic benefits (academic mobility, scholarships, grants, grant research, bonuses, categories and additional payments, etc.);

3. 3. A transparent procedure for holding accountable for academic dishonesty.




