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Training is one of the two main missions of higher education institutions. Their policy in this field must allow all graduates to integrate into society at a level that corresponds to their qualifications. At each level, the range of programmes must therefore facilitate the integration of students into the job market or the continuation of their chosen courses of study according to their choices and abilities. 

Doctoral training not only leads to a qualification but also provides professional experience. Acquisition of the highest level of knowledge in the field, development of a methodology and acquisition of the most diverse cross-disciplinary skills such as learning how to be analytical, critical, call into question and exceed existing knowledge make the doctorate the most comprehensive form of training at the highest level – providing access to both the socioeconomic world and the education and research sectors.

The value of doctoral training depends on the quality of scientific backup, supervision and the living environment in the doctoral school. The evaluation must be based on the resources implemented with a view to achieving success in exams and integration of doctors into the job market on the one hand and on the results in terms of what becomes of doctors on the other.
The evaluation of bachelor’s and master’s programmes and of the doctoral schools in group B forms part of a policy  designed to make institutions more independent. This requires them to implement quality assurance, the first stage of which is to carry out a self-evaluation of programmes. The institution is completely free to set the procedure for this self-evaluation itself. However, with a view to helping those institutions that have not already developed their own procedures, a review form is provided for each degree.  Comments are also given for information purposes. These are neither regulatory nor restrictive. The self-evaluation must naturally be performed by the institutions’ managerial bodies – as an aid to their management -, and not by the programme directors.
To be able to gauge the relevance of each programme, it is essential to show how it relates to the overall range of programmes (B, M and D) offered by the institution. This range must therefore be presented, along with organisation chart(s) showing indicators of flows.

Calendar for the evaluation of doctoral schools:

· The list of doctoral schools to be evaluated must be submitted by 1 June 2010 using the slip attached (Appendix ED1)

· Each evaluation application (see appendices ED2 to ED7) must be accompanied by the completed self-evaluation form (this may be the review form presented below) and received by 15 October 2010.

Below you will find: 

· a review form for a group B doctoral school,
· the sheet with comments, scoring and its criteria.


Department for the evaluation of programmes and degrees
	Review form of a doctoral school

Group B - (2012 – 2015)

which, if the institution has not completed a self-evaluation form, 

may be used as a substitute




QUALITY ASSESSMENT: A+: excellent, A: satisfactory, B: acceptable, C: insufficient or missing,

N/A: Not Applicable
	
	Comments
	Quality assessment

	I - CONTEXT

	1 – DS name
	
	

	2 – DS director
	
	

	3 – DS type
	
	

	4 – Main institution
	
	

	5 – Other institutions
	
	

	6 – Site policy
	
	

	7 – Association with research
	
	

	8 – DS scientific policy
	
	

	II - OBSERVATIONS

	1 – Policy and running 

	1.a - Board
	
	

	1.b - Governance
	
	

	1.c - Secretariat/Staff available to the DS
	
	

	1.d - Premises
	
	

	1.e – Pooling of resources
	
	

	1.f – Student information, communication
	
	

	1.g – Self-evaluation
	
	

	2 - Report: analysis of results and causes

	2.a – Number of doctoral students
	
	

	2.b – Number of accredited research supervisors
	
	

	2.c – Number of doctoral students per accredited research supervisor
	
	

	2.d – Number of viva voces per year 
	
	

	2.e – Average duration of theses (in months)
	
	

	2.f – Drop-out rate
	
	

	3 – Supervision of doctoral students

	3.a – Thesis charter
	
	

	3.b – Choice of thesis subjects
	
	

	3.c - Admission of doctoral students
	
	

	3.d – Supervision by the DS
	
	

	3.e – Viva voce criteria
	
	

	4 – Follow-up of doctors

	4.a – Follow-up of doctors
	
	

	4.b – Integration rate in higher education research/research in a public science & technology institution (professor or researcher)
	
	

	4.c – Rate of post-doc contracts in France (university or public science & technology institution)
	
	

	4.d – Rate of post-doc contracts abroad
	
	

	4.e – Rate of integration in the public sector (other activity sectors than education & research)
	
	

	4.f – Rate of integration in the private job sector
	
	

	4.g – Response rate
	
	

	5 – Funding of theses

	5.a – Level of theses funded
	
	

	5.b – Level of theses not funded
	
	

	5.c – Funding threshold
	
	

	6 – Training programmes

	6.a – Number of hours of training required
	
	

	6.b – Variety of modules on offer
	
	

	6.c – Organisation of doctoriales
 
	
	

	6.d – Organisation of scientific days 
	
	

	7 – National and international outreach and appeal

	7.a – Outreach at national level
	
	

	7.b – Outreach at international level
	
	

	7.c – International policy
	
	


	Comments regarding the application
	
	


	OVERALL OPINION

	(Concise but in detail: please sum up all strengths and weaknesses)

STRENGTHS:

WEAKNESSES:

SCORING:

· Quality of scientific backup (A+, A, B or C):

· Running of the DS (A+, A, B or C):

· Supervision (No. of research-accredited supervisors, duration of theses, funding, etc.) (A+, A, B or C): 

· Follow-up and integration of doctors (A+, A, B or C): 

	OVERALL SCORE (A+, A, B or C) (see breakdown in the form comments)
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Department for the evaluation of programmes and degrees
	Comments – that are neither regulatory nor restrictive -

for the review form of a doctoral school
Group B 

(2012 – 2015)




QUALITATIVE GRADING: A+: Excellent, A: Satisfactory, B: Acceptable, C: Insufficient or Missing,

N/A: Not Applicable
	
	Comments
	Qualitative grading

	I - CONTEXT

	1 – DS name
	Creation from an existing DS no.: reorganisation, etc.
	

	2 – DS director
	
	

	3 – Type of DS
	Specialising in a single or multiple disciplines, fields concerned, etc.
	

	4 – Main institution
	
	

	5 – Other institutions
	Co-accredited institutions, partners, correspondents, etc.
	

	6 – Site policy
	Relationship between the institutions concerned, relationship with the region, the Centre of Initiation in Higher Education/CIES, laboratories, college of doctoral schools, doctoral students’ union, etc.
	

	7 – Association with research
	(quality of research teams, research project(s), cross-disciplinarity, etc.).
	

	8 – DS scientific policy
	
	

	II - OBSERVATIONS

	1 – Policy and running

	1.a - Board 


	Conformity to the Order of August 2006, members, role of students, research directors, external members, how often meetings are held, minutes, etc. 
	

	1.b - Governance
	Members and role of the Board.
	

	1.c - Secretariat/Staff available to the DS
	
	

	1.d - Premises
	Premises that are specific to the DS or shared with another organisation
	

	1.e – Pooling of resources
	Use of appropriations, pooled facilities, etc.
	

	1.f – Student information, communication
	Website, posters, etc.
	

	1.g – Self-evaluation
	Existence of a self-evaluation procedure, implementation, criteria selected, etc.)
	


	2 – Report: analysis of results and causes

	2.a – Number of doctoral students
	
	

	2.b – Number of accredited research supervisors
	
	

	2.c – Number of doctoral students per accredited research supervisor
	Regulated number or not, min. and max. number observed, number of co-supervisions by professors not accredited to supervise research
	

	2.d – Number of viva voces per year 
	
	

	2.e – Average duration of theses (in months)
	
	

	2.f – Drop-out rate
	Justifications
	

	3 – Supervision of doctoral students

	3.a – Thesis charter
	Existence, quality, setup date, etc.
	

	3.b – Choice of thesis subjects
	Evaluation, priorities, etc.
	

	3.c - Admission of doctoral students
	Admission criteria, jury, procedure, selection, etc.
	

	3.d – Supervision by the DS
	Meeting upon enrollment, meeting with the DS director, viva voce at the midway point, resolution of conflicts between doctoral students and thesis directors, quality of supervision from thesis directors, attention paid from the 4th enrollment, etc.
	

	3.e – Viva voce criteria
	Existence of objectiveness criteria, oral presentation, assessment, etc.
	

	4 – Follow-up of doctors

	4.a – Follow-up of doctors
	Setup, statistical studies, links with doctors
	

	4.b – Integration rate in higher education research/research in a public science & technology institution (professor or researcher)
	
	

	4.c – Rate of post-doc contracts in France (university or public science & technology institution)
	
	

	4.d – Rate of post-doc contracts abroad
	
	

	4.e - Rate of integration in the public sector (other activity sectors than education & research)
	
	

	4.f – Rate of integration in the private job sector
	
	

	4.g – Response rate
	
	

	5 – Funding of theses

	5.a – Level of theses funded
	Number and proportion of the different types of grants, from the French Ministry of Higher Education and Research or the region, Industrial Training-through Research Agreements (CIFRE), contracts, foreign grants of a sufficient amount, etc.
	

	5.b – Level of theses not funded
	By distinguishing salaried doctoral students from non-salaried doctoral students.
	

	5.c – Funding threshold
	Existence of such a threshold, funding problems at the end of a thesis, additional sums made available by laboratories, foreign grants of an insufficient amount, existence of abnormal situations, etc.
	

	6 – Training programmes

	6.a – Number of hours of training required
	
	

	6.b – Variety of modules on offer
	Scientific modules, modules that prepare the students for the workplace, modules taken from 2nd-year masters, cross-disciplinarity, relations with industries, etc.
	

	6.c – Organisation of doctoriales 
	Frequency, organisers, feedback publications, etc.
	

	6.d – Organisation of scientific days 
	Frequency, organisers, publications, etc.
	

	7 – National and international outreach and appeal
	

	7.a – Outreach at national level
	Number of doctoral students outside the university at master’s level, links with other institutions, etc.
	

	7.b – Outreach at international level
	Number of joint supervising bodies, participation in international exchange programmes or conferences, number of foreign students, etc.
	

	7.c – International policy
	Existence of an international policy specific to the DS, relations with foreign DSs, financial participation of the DS in doctoral students’ trips to conferences or external laboratories, etc.
	


	Comments regarding the application
	Presentation, quality of information, precision of data, etc.
	


	OVERALL OPINION

	(Concise but in detail: please sum up all strengths and weaknesses)

STRENGTHS:

WEAKNESSES:

SCORING:

· Quality of scientific backup (A+, A, B or C):

· Running of the DS (A+, A, B or C):

· Supervision (No. of research-accredited supervisors, duration of theses, funding, etc.) (A+, A, B or C): 

· Follow-up and integration of doctors (A+, A, B or C): 



	OVERALL SCORE (A+, A, B or C):








� training seminars for researchers who have obtained doctorates to improve their employment opportunities
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