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ERT Template approved ENAEE AC June 2024


DRAFT OF REPORT FOR (RE-)AUTHORISATION

Report to EUR-ACE® Label Committee
on

Application for Authorisation or Re-Authorisation
to award the EUR-ACE® Label at Bachelor or Master level (please precise):
From

Name of Agency:

Members of ENAEE Review Team (ERT)

1. …. (Chair)
2. …
3. …
4. …
Date of Report: …
1. GENERAL / DETAILS OF THE (RE-)ACCREDITATION VISIT
Describe the review process which took place including dates of meetings/teleconferences of ENAEE Review Team (ERT), attendance at accreditation board meetings, observances of accreditation visits, etc.  This should include durations and names/positions of those consulted on each occasion. For each occasion the list of ERT members present must be indicated.

List the engineering programmes visited  as Bachelor and/or Master/Integrated Master.
2. HISTORY AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE AGENCY / AGENCY INFORMATION

Summary (cfr. Application and further development), insisting on the legal agreements of the agency
3. DETAILS OF AUTHORISATION(S) (for re-authorisation)
Copy the Authorisation Report with recommendations/requirements  by previous ERT(s) and initiatives for their fulfilment.  
4. ACCREDITATION STANDARDS AND PROCEDURE
For re-authorisation: PUT IN EVIDENCE MODIFICATIONS/VARIATIONS WITH RESPECT TO AUTHORISATION. OTHERWISE INDICATE: SEE AUTHORISATION REPORT
4.1 Programme Outcomes

· Is the content of the Agency Standards consistent with the Programme Outcomes in Section 2 “Standards and Guidelines for Accreditation of Engineering Programmes” of the EAFSG (EUR-ACE® Framework Standards and Guidelines 2021)? Do the Agency Standards specify a depth of knowledge and understanding consistent with those of the EUR-ACE® Framework for First and Second-cycle degrees?
· Does the Agency require the educational institution to provide satisfactory evidence of the achievement of the Programme Outcomes?
4.2 Programme Organisation

· Does the Agency satisfactorily assess how the programmes are organised, managed and maintained in order to ensure that the Programme Outcomes are achieved?

· Does the Agency accreditation procedure require course providers to provide adequate resources to deliver programmes?
4.3 Accreditation Procedure

· Are the Agency’s accreditation procedures satisfactory?
Are these procedures in full compliance with the procedures for programme assessment and programme accreditation as set out in Section 2 of the “EUR-ACE® Framework Standards and Guidelines (2021)”?
· Does the Agency documentation provide adequate information for all the participants in the accreditation process?

· Does the Agency documentation provide clear guidance to enable the university to produce a comprehensive self-assessment report and other necessary information?

· Is the composition of the accreditation team adequate?
· Are the procedures for selection and training of reviewers adequate?

· Are the timetable and the agenda for the visit acceptable?

· Is the conduct of the visit acceptable?  Are the meetings efficient in obtaining the necessary information?
· Is the decision-making process acceptable?  Are the decisions communicated properly?

· How are the results of the accreditation processes used for continuous improvement?

· Is there a satisfactory appeals system in place?

5. AGENCY MISSION AND STRUCTURE
For re-authorisation: PUT IN EVIDENCE MODIFICATIONS/VARIATIONS WITH RESPECT TO AUTHORISATION, being particularly vigilant with legal evolutions of the agency, OTHERWISE INDICATE: SEE AUTHORISATION REPORT

5.1 Official Status

· What is the legal basis for the Agency’s accreditation role?

·  How is the degree of compliance with “Standards and guidelines for quality assurance in the European Higher Education Area” (ESG) demonstrated? Is there a convincing explanation for the elements in the ESG for which there is not full compliance (if any)?

· Are the Agency’s constitution and administrative procedures adequate to conduct accreditations?

5.2 Activities

· Is the undertaking of the accreditation processes at programme level part of the core functions of the Agency?

· How many accreditations has the Agency undertaken in the five previous years?

· Is the agency performing transnational accreditation or considering it?
If yes, to what extent and in which countries?
Are the accreditation processes abroad similar to those carried out in its own country?
If not, what are the differences?
Are the decisions consistent?

5.3 Resources

· What resources does the Agency have at its disposal to carry out its accreditation process(es)?

· What provisions have been made for the development and sustainability of the processes and procedures?

5.4 Mission Statement

· Is the Agency’s mission statement publicly available?
Are its central points acceptable?

5.5 Independence

· How is the independence of the Agency ensured?

5.6 Accountability  and Quality Assurance

· How is the accountability of the Agency secured?
· Does the agency have satisfactory internal quality procedures?

·  Does the Agency pay careful attention to its declared principles at all times and ensure that both its requirements and processes are managed professionally?

· Does the Agency satisfactorily ensure that its judgements and decisions are reached in a consistent manner, even if formed by different groups?

· Are there external assessments of the Agency performed by bodies other than ENAEE? 
If yes, which ones and when?

5.7 Partnership and Collaboration with External Stakeholders

· Does the Agency interact satisfactorily with external stakeholders?
Does the Agency provide information on its collaboration with academia, professional bodies, industry and other relevant stakeholders? 

6. CONCLUSIONS OF THE ERT (ENAEE REVIEW TEAM)
In case of a common file for accreditation of a cycle and reaccreditation of another cycle, 2 different conclusions are needed
· If a Review Team considers that the Agency has satisfied the EUR-ACE® criteria, the conclusion of the Review Team should be that the Agency be granted the authority to award the EUR-ACE® Label to the First-cycle and/or Second-cycle degree programmes it has visited.

· If serious deficits in satisfying EUR-ACE® criteria are identified, then the conclusion should be that this authority should be withheld.  Clearly articulated reasons for these requirements should be given.

· In both cases, a Review Team may offer recommendations  for improvements for the consideration of the Agency.

The ERT concludes that the Label Committee should make to the ENAEE AC the following recommendations:
For authorisation
(a) The [Name of Accreditation Agency] is granted the authority to award the EUR-ACE® Labels to the following accredited programmes;
Specify for which programmes – Master and/or Bachelor – and the start and dates of authorisation.

(b) The authority to award the EUR-ACE® Labels to [Titles of Programmes] will be given to [new end date] if the [Name of Accreditation Agency] has implemented the following required changes by [specified date]
For re-authorisation
(a) The authority to award the EUR-ACE® Labels is renewed to [Name of Accreditation Agency] for the following accredited engineering programmes:
Specify for which programmes – Master and/or Bachelor – and the start and dates of authorisation. 
(b) The authority to award the EUR-ACE® Labels to [Titles of Programmes] will be extended to [new end date] if the [Name of Accreditation Agency] has implemented the following required changes by [specified date].

[List of requirements].

Good practice and/or suggested improvements
The ERT noted the following items of good practice:

[List of items of good practice].

The ERT Team suggests that the procedure could be enhanced by implementing the following aspects:

[List of recommendations  for improvements].

ANNEX 1.  STATEMENT OF THE REVIEWED AGENCY

(to be compiled after a first draft of the ERT Report, without Conclusions, is sent to the Agency)

� The ERT consists of a Chair and three members. However, if one member is absent from any of the activities of re-authorisation, the process is still valid.
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