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A About the Accreditation Process 

Name of the degree pro-
gramme (in original lan-
guage) 

(Official) 
English 
translation 
of the name 

Labels applied 
for 1 

Previous ac-
creditation 
(issuing 
agency, va-
lidity) 

In-
volved 
Tech-
nical 
Com-
mit-
tees 
(TC)2 

 الإعلامیة في لمھندس الوطنیة الشھادة

Diplôme National d’Ingénieur 
en Informatique 

National Di-
ploma of 
Computer 
Science En-
gineering 

ASIIN – 04 

Date of the contract: 14.10.2024 

Submission of the final version of the self-assessment report: 14.10.2024 

Desktop review and exchange of experts via phone call: 25.10.-18.11.2024 

Date of the expert team’s statement concerning the accreditation: 18.11.2024 

Peer panel  

Prof. Dr. Dirk Dahlhaus  

Prof. Dr. Moncef Tagina 

Dr. Martin Welsch 

Student expert 

 

University of Kassel 

ENSI/University of Manouba 

IBM Germany R&D 

Cancelled participation at short notice 

ASIIN headquarter Sophie Schulz (Evaluation procedure) 
Siegfried Hermes (Downstream Accreditation Proce-
dure) 

                                                      
1 ASIIN Seal for degree programmes 
2 TC: Technical Committee for the following subject areas: TC 04 - Informatics/Computer Science 
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Responsible decision-making 
committee 

Accreditation Commission for Degree Programmes 

Criteria used:  

European Standards and Guidelines as of May 15, 2015 

ASIIN General Criteria as of March 28, 2023 

Subject-Specific Criteria of Technical Committee 04 – Informatics/Computer Science as 
of March 29, 2018  
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B Characteristics of the Degree Programme 

Name Areas of Specializa-
tion 

Corre-
spond-
ing level 
of the 
EQF3 

Mode of 
Study 

Double/ 
Joint  
Degree 

Duration Credit 
points/ 
unit 

Intake 
rhythm & 
First time of 
offer 

National Diploma 
Computer Science 
Engineering 

– Computer Science 
Engineering 
– Computer Systems 
and Networks 
– Industrial Compu-
ting 

7 Full time  / 6 semesters 
 

180 
ECTS 

Annually/ 
2009 

 

 

                                                      
3 EQF = The European Qualifications Framework for lifelong learning 
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Preliminary Note 

The following paragraphs are based on the evaluation report on the same programme 
dated 31 December 2023, in particular on the results of the experts’ analysis and evaluation 
summarised in Chapter F of the evaluation report. The evaluation report is thus the main 
reference document and the essential basis of the accreditation procedure. This report is 
written entirely in accordance with the ASIIN General Criteria and the subject specific cri-
teria of the relevant Technical Committee 04 - Informatics/Computer Science.  

As the evaluation procedure is tailored from the outset to a possible subsequent accredi-
tation, the results of the evaluation are summarised accordingly. This ensures that they can 
be easily translated into a proposal by the experts for the final decision of the Accreditation 
Commission on the accreditation of the programme. As a result, the accreditation proce-
dure has been shortened, in particular by dispensing with the regular peer review visit. 
However, a statement/progress report by the higher education institution on the evalua-
tion report is a regular part of this procedure and is taken into account in the experts’ as-
sessment and recommended decision (see Chapters D and E). 

Overall, ESG 1.1 to 1.10 are fully covered in the combined evaluation and accreditation 
procedure, as are the respective conclusions of the experts and the Technical Committee 
(see Sections E and F) and the final decision of the Accreditation Commission (see Section 
G). 
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C Results of the Evaluation Procedure concerning 
the ASIIN Seal 

In the evaluation report, the analysis of the expert group has resulted in the following state-
ment regarding the fulfilment of the ASIIN criteria: 

ASIIN General Crite-
ria + Subject-Spe-
cific Criteria 04 – In-
formatics / Com-
puter Science 

Meeting the Standards 

sufficient sufficient 
minor reserva-
tions / sugges-
tions 

partly suffi-
cient 
major reserva-
tions 

not sufficient 
critical reser-
vations 

1 Degree programme: Concept, Content & Implementation 

1.1 Objectives and 
learning outcomes  

   x 

1.2 Title of the de-
gree programme 

 x   

1.3 Curriculum 
(including SSC 04 for 
Master programme) 

   x 

1.4 Admission re-
quirements 

  x  

1.5 Workload & 
credit points 

   x 

1.6 Didactics and 
Teaching Methodol-
ogy 

  x  

2 Exams: System, Concept and Organisation 

2 Exams: System, 
Concept and Organi-
sation 

   x 
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ASIIN General Crite-
ria + Subject-Spe-
cific Criteria 04 – In-
formatics / Com-
puter Science 

Meeting the Standards 

sufficient sufficient 
minor reserva-
tions / sugges-
tions 

partly suffi-
cient 
major reserva-
tions 

not sufficient 
critical reser-
vations 

3 Resources 

3.1 Staff and staff 
development 

   x 

3.2 Funds and equip-
ment 

   x 

4 Transparency and Documentation 

4.1 Module descrip-
tions 

x    

4.2 Diploma and Di-
ploma Supplement 

x    

4.3 Relevant rules x    

5 Quality Management: Quality Assessment and Development 

5 Quality Manage-
ment: Quality As-
sessment and Devel-
opment 

   x 

 

The results of the evaluation process were categorised according to the possible outcomes 
of accreditation procedures. Thus, “critical concerns”, equivalent to “conditions” in an ac-
creditation procedure, were addressed when the experts found serious deficiencies. “Ma-
jor recommendations”, equivalent to "requirements", were addressed when they found 
deficiencies that they considered significant but also remediable within a reasonable period 
of time. Finally, “minor recommendations”, equivalent to “recommendations”, were ad-
dressed when they provided supportive guidance for the future development of the pro-
gramme. 
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Following this translation scheme, the “critical concerns” as well as “major” and “minor 
recommendations" of the evaluation report are translated in the following list of possible 
conditions, requirements and recommendations: 

Possible Conditions 

V 1. (ASIIN 1.1, 1.3) The programme must enable its students to derive and develop sci-
entific methods of computer science for difficult and complex problems, both in prac-
tice and in research, and to apply them together with the corresponding findings.  

V 2. (ASIIN 1.1, 1.3) The programme must enable students to take up a scientific occupa-
tion with the aim of obtaining a doctorate. 

V 3. (ASIIN 1.1, 1.3) The scientific level of the programme needs to be increased and the 
curriculum to be revised accordingly in order to adhere to EQF level 7. To do so, it 
must be ensured that all prerequisites are met for each module. 

V 4. (ASIIN 1.5) The workload must be increased according to the minimum hours indi-
cated in the ECTS users’ guide. 

V 5. (ASIIN 2) The level of the exams must be increased. As a consequence, the form of 
examination must be chosen appropriately in order to test whether the learning out-
comes have been achieved. 

V 6. (ASIIN 3.1) The share of scientific personnel involved in research activities needs to 
be increased in order to ensure that the programme can be implemented at the in-
tended level (EQF 7). 

V 7. (ASIIN 3.2) Standard lab opportunities must be provided in order to ensure that the 
programme can be implemented at the intended level (EQF 7).  

V 8. (ASIIN 5) The quality management system needs to be described and implemented 
in a transparent way.  

Possible Requirements 

A 1. (ASIIN 1.1) Define specific learning outcomes for the three different specializations 
offered in the programme. 

A 2. (ASIIN 1.3) Ensure that up-to-date literature is used. 

A 3. (ASIIN 1.3) Introduce bigger modules in order to make sure that the contents can be 
conveyed in the necessary depth. 
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A 4. (ASIIN 1.3) Mobility opportunities need to be offered. 

A 5. (ASIIN 1.4) Define rules for the compensation of missing admission requirements. 

A 6. (ASIIN 1.6) Teaching methodologies need to be chosen appropriately for conveying 
the intended competencies and learning outcomes. 

A 7. (ASIIN 3.1) Introduce opportunities for research and teaching development. 

Possible Recommendation 

E 1. (ASIIN 1.2) It is recommended to ensure that the English translation of the program 
title is used consistently in all documents. 
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D Statement of the Higher Education Institution 
(14.10.2024) 

After the completion of the preceding evaluation, the institution provided a Progress Re-
port, in which it has detailed the activities planned or already implemented in order to 
resolve the concerns raised by the experts in the Evaluation Report. 

In addition, UPES provided the following evidence: 

Concerning Critical Issues: 
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Concerning Major and Minor Recommendations: 

 

 

 



13 

E Final assessment of the experts based on the 
evaluation procedure and the Progress Report of 
the HEI (18.11.2024) 

Detailed Assessment of the experts based on the progress report and the evidencing docu-
mentation provided by UPES: 

Possible Conditions  

V 1. (ASIIN 1.1, 1.3) The programme must enable its students to derive and develop sci-
entific methods of computer science for difficult and complex problems, both in prac-
tice and in research, and to apply them together with the corresponding findings. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts not fulfilled  

It is revealing that the ‘progress report’ is not evidencing instances 
of modules and methods that are offered in an attempt to famil-
iarize students with scientific work in the course of the curricu-
lum. Instead, the alleged evidence in the document ‘C1-Appen-
dix1.pdf’ mentioned in the report is nothing but a list of minutes 
taken from meetings of few people involved in the programme. 
The ‘Specific Learning Outcomes’ in the document ‘C1-Appen-
dix2.pdf’ is a generic list of notions and terms which are partly 
contradicting and showing that they have been formulated by 
non-experts. For instance, ‘computing theories’ or ‘computing en-
gineering’ do not exist and their inclusion in the learning out-
comes of a curriculum is thus questionable. Some key topics of 
the ‘theory of computation’ (which does exist), e.g., automata the-
ory, Turing machines, computational complexity, Landau symbols 
etc., can be found in module descriptions. However, they are con-
sidered parts of EQF level 6 undergraduate programmes. 

Concerning the curriculum, it is mentioned that the ‘overhaul of 
the curriculum’ according to the documents ‘C1-Appendix4.pdf’ 
and ‘C1-Appendix5.pdf’ is a ‘significant improvement’. However, 
this is hardly convincing. Consider for instance the description of 
the module ‘Engineering Mathematics’ (this seems to be the mod-
ule ‘Mathematics for Engineers’ with course code CTMAT11). It 
has only 3,5 ECTS, but treats derivatives and their applications, in-
tegration and its applications, ordinary and partial differential 
equations, infinite series, linear algebra, Laplace transforms and 
Fourier analysis. In particular, Dirac’s delta function δ(t) is being 
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treated (very likely as a generalized function since students are 
definitely not introduced to measure theory anyway). If δ(t) is in-
deed introduced as a generalized function, how can the latter be 
understood if there is no introduction to inner-product (i.e., Hil-
bert) spaces (it is not even there for finite dimensions)?  

The composition, order and depth of the mentioned topics thus 
show that there is apparently neither a coherent scientific ap-
proach to introduce students to the mathematical basics nor the 
required depth. This is an even more important problem in the 
field of Computer Science Engineering being per se on the edge of 
computer science and engineering. Here, computer science 
(which is essentially a discipline in the field of discrete math) and 
engineering (which is primarily electrical engineering) are based 
on substantially different roots and mathematical basics. Based on 
the evidences, educating students on an EQF level 7 to ‘derive and 
develop scientific methods of computer science for difficult and 
complex problems’ as formulated in V 1 is impossible. 

 

V 2. (ASIIN 1.1, 1.3) The programme must enable students to take up a scientific occupa-
tion with the aim of obtaining a doctorate. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts not fulfilled  

Eventually, there has been a certain misunderstanding by UPES. 
The criticality of the issue cannot be solved primarily by introduc-
ing workshops for research. It is rather about the contents and the 
level of education as a whole. Usually, an EQF level 7 degree is a 
prerequisite to do a doctorate in the field of both computer sci-
ence and/or electrical engineering. Interpreting a successful doc-
torate as a competence of graduates from corresponding pro-
grammes, sufficient mathematical and theoretic skills are neces-
sary to acquire this very competence. Yet, in the Computer Sci-
ence Engineering programme of UPES, the basic mathematical 
classes are insufficient, since most of them are not compulsory 
and/or do not have sufficient depth (cf. comment to V 1).  

Furthermore, fundamental topics like time-variant and time-invar-
iant linear system theory including stability in electrical engineer-
ing are not treated in the required depth and basic topics like, 
e.g., permutations, partitions and combinatorics are treated in the 
elective module ‘Discrete Mathematics’. No matter whether the 
topics are taught in compulsory or elective modules, though, and 
considering courses outside UPES, the aforementioned topics are 
usually taught in the first two years of undergraduate, i.e., 
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EQF level 6 programmes, so that obviously graduates from the 
Computer Science Engineering programme of UPES are, in gen-
eral, not able to do a doctorate. One can conclude that for specific 
choices of elective modules in the curriculum not even an 
EQF level 6 is being reached. 

 

V 3. (ASIIN 1.1, 1.3) The scientific level of the programme needs to be increased and the 
curriculum to be revised accordingly in order to adhere to EQF level 7. To do so, it 
must be ensured that all prerequisites are met for each module. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts not fulfilled  

Evidences are numerous that essential topics are missing for a 
thorough understanding of topics being taught in different mod-
ules. Some of the issues have been raised already in the com-
ments to V 1 and V 2. 

 

V 4. (ASIIN 1.5) The workload must be increased according to the minimum hours indi-
cated in the ECTS users’ guide. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts partly fulfilled  

Looking at the sole size of the modules, the workload seems to be 
sufficient. However, since the teaching methods are not clearly 
defined and quantified (cf. comments to V 5 below), the workload 
cannot be quantified uniquely either. 

 

V 5. (ASIIN 2) The level of the exams must be increased. As a consequence, the form of 
examination must be chosen appropriately in order to test whether the learning out-
comes have been achieved. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts 

a) not completely fulfilled  
Level of exams: The level of the exemplary exams in the document 
‘C5-Appendix3 – Examples of Final Exams.pdf’ is mostly under-
graduate or even high school calculus, e.g., finding the roots of f(x) 
= 1 – 3 exp(-x). Yet, some questions, e.g., KKT conditions in con-
strained optimisation, can be classified as being on a master level 
somehow. 
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b) not fulfilled 
Form of examination: Even though the minutes of the discussions 
in the document ‘C5-Appendix1 – Sample of Pedagogical Commit-
tee Meeting Minutes (Exam).pdf’ show that there is an increased 
awareness of the necessity to synchronize the form of examina-
tion and the intended learning outcomes, the implementation 
does not seem to be successful in this regard.  
Consider, for instance, the elective module ‘Web Systems Engi-
neering’ (number PRMCS-TCM-205) described in the document 
‘C5-Appendix2 – All Syllabis.pdf’. In the module header on p. 45, 
the ‘Forms of Learning and Teaching’ are 

• ‘lecture’, 
• ‘lab’ and 
• ‘private study’. 

Yet, in the ‘Teaching and Learning Activity’ on p. 47, it says  
• ‘lecture/class/seminar (face-to-face, video or computer 

mediated)’ and 
• ‘individual or group-based teaching tutorial/project’. 

A seminar has a completely different scope and intended learning 
outcome than a lecture. A project in engineering has a completely 
different focus, implementation and effort than a ‘private study’ 
for working up the contents of a lecture. 
Here, it seems that in many module descriptions, generic and 
partly contradicting formulations have been used, which evi-
dences the missing coherence of the form of examination and the 
intended learning outcomes. 

 

V 6. (ASIIN 3.1) The share of scientific personnel involved in research activities needs to 
be increased in order to ensure that the program can be implemented at the intended 
level (EQF 7). 

Initial Treatment 
Experts not fulfilled  

The core of this concern treats the missing staff resources, i.e., sci-
entific personnel as described in detail in the final evaluation re-
port on p. 16. In response to this, UPES provides the document ‘C6 
– Appendix1.pdf’ and an alleged ‘Completed action plan and its ev-
idences’ in the progress report. Yet, looking at the document ‘C6 –
Appendix5.pdf’, one finds the following enrolments of personnel: 

• Prof. Gammoudi for four hours teaching per week (pp. 1-
17 of the document) 
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• Dr. Limam as ‘part time full professor’ for ‘being part of 
the pedagogical committee of UPES’ and to ‘contribute to 
the development and improvement of the curricula’ and 
to ‘teach courses’ (pp. 18-19) 

• Prof. Bouraoui for part-time teaching (pp. 20-25) 
• Dr. Mbarek for temporary teaching (fr. enseignant vaca-

taire) (pp. 26-33) 
• Dr. Ghofrane Rehaiem for temporary teaching (pp. 34-37) 
• Mr. Riahi Montassar (consultant) for temporary teaching 

(pp. 38-53) 
• Dr. Mariem Thaalbi (consultant) for temporary teaching 

(pp. 54-58). 
It can be concluded that the hired personnel is improving the 
teaching quality somehow, but it is not clear to what extent.  

Citing from the final evaluation report 

‘First, with the lack of sufficiently qualified and experienced per-
sonnel, it is impossible to implement a degree programme at an 
advanced level (master’s level). Second, the staff members in-
volved in the programme do not receive any guidance or supervi-
sion from senior staff members and thus are unable to benefit 
from scientific/academic and research expertise from experienced 
and highly qualified personnel.’ 

while the first issue has been partly addressed, the second one is 
not addressed at all. The reason for this is that the involved people 
are not involved in scientific research at UPES and thus cannot ed-
ucate/involve students in scientific projects and alike.  

The fact that two papers (cf. document ‘C6 – Appendix2.pdf’) have 
been written by personnel involved in the programme is a neces-
sary, not a sufficient condition to guarantee the scientific level/in-
volvement of students. In particular, the impact factor of the first 
paper being published in Elsevier ScienceDirect Procedia Com-
puter Science is 2,3 and thus not an indication of research of suffi-
cient quality. The second paper does not seem to be even pub-
lished yet. 
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V 7. (ASIIN 3.2) Standard lab opportunities must be provided in order to ensure that the 
program can be implemented at the intended level (EQF 7). 

Initial Treatment 
Experts not fulfilled  

The only activity in this regard being taken by UPES is the involve-
ment of the company ‘Proservices’ (cf. document ‘C7 – Appen-
dix2.pdf’). However, an external service provider, having person-
nel, which is almost exclusively consultants, clearly cannot cover 
the broad spectrum of lab facilities required to educate students 
scientifically in the different disciplines of computer science engi-
neering. Moreover, ‘Proservices’ declares (cf. document ‘C7 – Ap-
pendix2.pdf’) their philosophy and goals as ‘Deliver quality train-
ing in a constant search for customer satisfaction’ and ‘We are 
committed to providing the highest quality training, aligned with 
emerging market trends and the evolving requirements of profes-
sional sectors.’ Scientific topics in computer science engineering 
are not identical to emerging market trends. Thus, again no nexus 
to science is being apparent since this is clearly not the business 
model of ‘Proservices’, let alone that they would have corre-
sponding full-time employed researchers. 

 

V 8. (ASIIN 5) The quality management system needs to be described and implemented 
in a transparent way. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts partly fulfilled  

The evidenced measures (cf. document ‘C8 – Appendix1.pdf’) are 
generally targeting the right metrics and measures. Yet, only four 
(documents ‘C8 – Appendix4.pdf’ through ‘C8 – Appendix7.pdf)) 
out of the seven documents being provided to evidence quality 
metrics contain numerical percentages. Nothing is reported yet on 
the number of evaluations per query nor on their resulting signifi-
cance. Therefore, it is hard to infer the quality from the results. 
Furthermore, it is unclear what will be actions being taken in case 
of insufficient quality in the different fields. 

 

Possible Requirements  

A 1. (ASIIN 1.1) Define specific learning outcomes for the three different specializations 
offered in the program. 
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Initial Treatment 
Experts partly fulfilled  

A very broad spectrum of specific learning outcomes (SLO) have 
been defined (cf. document ‘R1 – Appendix1 – Specific Learning 
Outcomes.pdf’), yet not implemented in/assigned to modules in 
the module handbook (cf. document ‘C3-Appendix1- All Sylla-
bis.pdf’) in a specific way. For instance, an SLO 

‘Applying complex systems and software development and man-
agement principles, methodologies, techniques, and tools to inno-
vatively and creatively analyze, design, implement and evaluate 
systems and applications at various complexity levels.’ 

is far too generic to understand what a specific module can con-
tribute to this very SLO. 

 

A 2. (ASIIN 1.3) Ensure that up-to-date literature is used. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts partly fulfilled  

UPES has apparently done a major revision of literature required 
in the different modules. However, it seems to be rather a collec-
tion of somewhat randomly chosen references and books in the 
corresponding module areas. For instance, the progress report 
states that ‘outdated works have been removed and recent publi-
cations added, most of which have been published in the last five 
years. These new references include books, academic journal arti-
cles, and conference proceedings’. However, looking at the docu-
ment ‘R2-Appendix1 – All Syllabis.pdf’, one does not find a single 
IEEE paper (journal or conference), so that the listed literature ref-
erences are clearly incomplete. Furthermore, e.g., looking at the 
compulsory module ‘Operating Systems’ (number PRMCS –TCM-
103), it is important in the fast-changing field of computer science 
engineering to update literature continuously (Tanenbaum’s book 
“Modern Operating Systems ” is available in the 5th Edition, Pear-
son, 2022 comprising a new chapter on Windows 11 etc.). 

 

A 3. (ASIIN 1.3) Introduce bigger modules in order to make sure that the contents can be 
conveyed in the necessary depth. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts fulfilled  

The module handbook is structured according to compulsory and 
elective modules of appropriate sizes. 
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A 4. (ASIIN 1.3) Mobility opportunities need to be offered. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts not fulfilled 

Mobility is about exchange with other academic or related institu-
tions. Opportunities in this regard comprise two essential items: 

1. the time for doing an exchange 
2. the list of partner institutions. 

Even though it is claimed in the preamble of the document ‘R4 –
Appendix1.pdf’ that the student ‘… will discover a wide range of 
academic programs and specialized bootcamps in the field of com-
puter science, designed to enrich (her/his) skills and broaden 
(her/his) horizons …’, the subsequent pages do not refer to either 
of the aforementioned two items. While nothing is being reported 
on the first item, concerning the second item, it is essentially 
about the partner ‘Proservices’ (cf. comments to V 7) which is a 
company of consultants, not an academic institution. 

In this regard, also the MoU with the International Cultural Com-
munication Center Malaysia (ICCCM) in the document ‘R4 – Ap-
pendix3.pdf’ is irrelevant. On the web site of ICCCM, it says: 

The International Cultural Communication Center Malaysia 
(ICCCM) was established in 2009. It was created to promote cul-
tural exchange and enhance international understanding through 
communication and the sharing of diverse cultural perspectives. 
The center often focuses on fostering intercultural dialogue, facili-
tating cross-cultural partnerships, and providing a platform for ar-
tistic and intellectual engagement between different nations and 
communities. So, the ICCCM is not an academic institution where 
students can be educated in computer science engineering, but 
rather in ‘cultural exchange’. In particular, it is hard to understand 
why ‘Chinese occupational education standards’ are promoted 
and ‘Chinese-foreign cooperative education programs or institu-
tions’ are established. 

Finally, the yet to be signed partnership agreement with CY TECH 
in Cergy and Pau, France, is again questionable, since CY TECH is 
offering exclusively undergraduate programmes in computer sci-
ence and engineering and summer schools of three weeks only. 
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A 5. (ASIIN 1.4) Define rules for the compensation of missing admission requirements. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts not fulfilled  

The targeted two ‘reinforcement weeks’ are clearly insufficient to 
equalise knowledge missing from a previous undergraduate/prepara-
tory degree and thus to qualify the students for admission into the 
computer science engineering programme. Yet, no matter how the 
qualification is being structured and what amount of credits it com-
prises, it is not clear from the document ‘Procedure – admission.pdf’ 
how the ‘Eligibility criteria’ are implemented with respect to the rein-
forcement weeks. 

 

A 6. (ASIIN 1.6) Teaching methodologies need to be chosen appropriately for conveying 
the intended competencies and learning outcomes. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts not fulfilled 

There is no matching between the teaching methodologies and the 
intended competencies and learning outcomes (cf. comments to C 5 
on form of examination). 

 

A 7. (ASIIN 3.1) Introduce opportunities for research and teaching development. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts not fulfilled  

UPES provides exactly the same line of arguing as for V 6. The only 
difference is the target group. While V 6 is about students, A 7 is 
about scientific personnel with UPES, which, however, does not exist 
to a sufficient level. In analogy to comments on V 6, there is no re-
search being conducted at UPES and consequently, there are no op-
portunities for research and teaching development either. Giving one 
day off for personnel to conduct research is clearly not the means to 
account for this issue. 

 

Possible Recommendation 

E 1. (ASIIN 1.2) It is recommended to ensure that the English translation of the pro-
gramme title is used consistently in all documents. 

Initial Treatment 
Experts fulfilled  
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On the official website as well as in the provided documents, no devi-
ations from the recommendation could be identified. 
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F Summary: Expert recommendation (18.10.2024) 

Overall, based on the progress report and corresponding documentation provided by UPES, 
the experts conclude that UPES 

• does not have an organisational structure based on a sufficient number of aca-
demic staff, who would work not only as lecturers, but also as native research-
ers, and who would provide the students of the programme with state-of-the-
art offers, e.g. for master's thesis topics, seminars, laboratories, etc. Instead, e.g. 
for laboratories, UPES tries to involve service providers for this purpose (namely 
the company 'Proservices', which, however, does not offer anything in a proper 
academic framework). 

• does not have a concept for learning outcomes arising from the nexus of com-
puter science and engineering in the CSE curriculum, where the outcomes would 
be translated into compulsory Master’s level modules, particularly in disciplines 
that are fundamental to both computing and engineering. 

• does not have sufficient building area for required lab facilities, libraries, lecture 
halls etc. 

• has not yet understood what an EQF 7 level requires (e.g., preparation for a PhD, 
offerings for student mobility). 

• is not a university, but a private institution that seems to be trying to generate 
business, which would be acceptable if it offered a consistent curriculum. 

Taking into account the progress report and the additional documentation, the experts 
summarize their analysis and final assessment for the award of the seals as follows: 

Degree Programme ASIIN Seal Maximum du-
ration of ac-
creditation 

Subject-spe-
cific label 

Maximum dura-
tion of accredi-
tation 

National Diploma of 
Computer Science En-
gineering 
 

Refusal 
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G Comment of the Technical Committee 04 – Infor-
matics/Computer Science (21.11.2024)  

Assessment and analysis for the award of the ASIIN seal: 

The Technical Committee discusses whether the deficiencies are so serious that a refusal 
should be recommended directly instead of a suspension. However, as not a single one of 
the deficiencies could be resolved within a year following the previous evaluation, there is 
a lack of belief that the remaining points of criticism could be adequately addressed within 
the next 15 months. The Technical Committee therefore agrees with the experts and rec-
ommends refusing the procedure. 

The Technical Committee 04 – Informatics/Computer Science recommends the award of 
the seal as follows: 

Degree Programme ASIIN Seal Maximum du-
ration of ac-
creditation 

Subject-spe-
cific label 

Maximum dura-
tion of accredi-
tation 

National Diploma of 
Computer Science En-
gineering 

Refusal 
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A Decision of the Accreditation Commission 
(06.12.2024) 

Assessment and analysis for the award of the subject-specific ASIIN seal: 

The Accreditation Commission discusses the procedure and follows the assessment of the 
experts and the Technical Committee and comes to the conclusion that there are still too 
serious deficiencies that cannot be adequately addressed within the next 15 months. For 
this reason, the Accreditation Commission votes in favour of a refusal.    

The Accreditation Commission decides to award the following seals: 

Degree Programme ASIIN Seal Maximum du-
ration of ac-
creditation 

Subject-spe-
cific label 

Maximum dura-
tion of accredi-
tation 

National Diploma of 
Computer Science En-
gineering 

Refusal 
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Appendix: Programme Learning Outcomes and Cur-
ricula 

According to SAR, C1 – Appendix 2 Specific Learning Outcomes, the following objectives 
and learning outcomes (intended qualifications profile) shall be achieved by the NED pro-
gramme Computer Science Engineering:  
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The curriculum 2024-2025 presented in the SAR, Appendix file C1 – Appendix4 – Curriculum 
2024-2025, has been added as a separate document. 
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