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The RRC template is designed by the PQ according to the model prepared by ANVUR 

and is divided as follows: 

1) A title page; 

2) D.CDS.1 Quality Assurance in the planning of the Degree Course; 

3) D.CDS.2 Quality Assurance in the delivery of the Degree Course; 

4) D.CDS.3 Management of the Degree Course resources; 

5) D.CDS.4 Review and improvement of the Degree Course; 

6) Comment on the indicators.

On the title page are present information on the Study Course and data regarding 

the composition of the Review Group, the dates of the meetings, the objects 

discussed, and the persons present. 

The parts 2-5, which concern the attention points of the AVA 3 system, are divided 

into three sections (a, b, c)

Cyclical Review Report



TITLE PAGE

➢ It is advisable to indicate the dates of the

review group meetings and not only the

final date of approval of the document, if

any. Since this is a long and complex

document, it is expected that it has

been discussed in more than one

meeting or in any case that there has

been some work of

exchange/comparison aimed at writing

it.

➢ If the RRC has been discussed just within the

Quality Assurance Group and not within

the Course Council, the sentence can be

changed in: “The quality assurance group

or the RRC Group met for discussion…”

➢ If the RRC Group does NOT match with

the one reported in SUA uploaded in

the folder, explain why.



PARTS RELATED TO POINTS OF ATTENTION 
AVA 3

The parts 2-5, which concern the attention points of the AVA 3 system, are divided 

into three sections (a, b, c):

➢ Changes identified since the last review (a)

➢ Analysis of the situation based on data and information (b)

➢ Objectives and improved actions (c)



The diagram of section a as present in 
the template

➢ Description of the changes identified 
since the last RRC not related to the 
point of attention;

➢ Presence of actions not executed 
to which no explanations are given;

➢ Reference year for the actions 2024 
or 2025 (it should instead be the 
year of the last RRC)



The diagram of section b as present in 
the template

In all the sections related to the points of attentions:

➢ Documents or supporting documents are not properly reported

➢ Description missed

➢ Reference chapter/paragraph not indicated

➢ Links to the documents missing.

In the folder where the RRC

is loaded, documents used

for the drafting of the RRC

not renamed based on

the points of attention.



The diagram of section b as present in 
the template

➢ For sake of clarity, we kindly ask
to leave the questions and to
answer to each one or to write a
single logically organized text;

➢ Avoid long text where a reader
with difficulty can refer to the
questions;

➢ Pay attention to the
correspondence between the
self-evaluation and the focus of
the AVA 3 point of attention

➢ Self assessment not related to the point of attention;
➢ No clear reference of the PDCA cycle (Plan-do-check-act) in relation to the

point of attention in question;
➢ Description of critical issues difficult to solve and not related to the point of

attention.



❑ Define the Objectives, i.e. the Results you 
wants to achieve (Plan) and plan and 
develop an integrated set of approaches 
and actions to achieve the set objectives 
(Plan)

❑ Implement the identified approaches 
and related processes (Do)

❑ Monitor planning and implementation
(Check)

❑ Promote improvement actions to make 
the approaches and processes more 
effective (Act)

Deming Cycle (Plan-Do-Check-Act)



The diagram of section b as present in 
the template

D.CDS.1.3 – Training offer and
programs
➢ Refer to the TUNING MATRIX

created and uploaded as reference
document in the same folder of the
RRC.

D.CDS 2.1 – Orientation and
tutoring
➢ Please mention initial, in-course and

final (placement) orientation activities

D.CDS 2.2 - Knowledge required at admission and remediation of weaknesses
(critical issues for many programs that must be addressed!)

➢ Bachelor and ”ciclo unico”: OFA should be foreseen, clearly communicated and the
procedure to overcome them must be clear.

➢ Master Degrees: admission requirements + adequate preparation (high mark or
admission exam/test).



Section c -Objectives and improved 
actions

❑ Critical issues reported in section “b” which DO NOT find an action in the

present section;

❑ Corrective actions NOT covering multi-year and long periods.



Comments to the indicators

❑ For indicators that present a certain criticism (value lower than the average of the

geographical and national area or negative trend), NO comments on the possible

causes and NO proposed corrective actions;

❑ NO analysis of the trend over time of the indicators;

❑ Corrective actions with FEW or NO connection to the highlighted criticisms;

❑ Suggestions that are generic, unachievable or dependent on other entities and

uncontrollable.

❑ NO links between possible causes of improvement or decline of indicators over

time and the actions implemented by the Degree Course after SMA and RRC Report.



Important dates

➢ We kindly ask that the AQ Referent of each Faculty carefully
check whether the corrections of the PQ have been implemented by
the RRCs.

➢ The revised RRCs should be approved by the Faculty Council by the
end of September (allowing enough time to implement all the
corrections suggested by the PQ)

▪ But... the revised draft of one RRC per Faculty should be
submitted to the Evaluation Committee by 10th July (before
approval by Faculty Council)



CEV VISIT UNIBZ

❑ Periodic Accreditation Visit («Visita CEV») of unibz

❑ I semester 2026 (January to June 2026) → but self-evaluation reports must be 

submitted 2 months before the visit

❑ Structures assessed: 

▪ Institution as a whole (unibz) 

▪ 2 Faculties (Departments) 

▪ 2 PhD Programmes (usually belonging to the selected Faculties) 

▪ 4 study programmes

→ Selection done by ANVUR (5 months before the accreditation visit, at the latest) to obtain 
the highest possible representativeness from the point of view of: 
▪ Disciplinary areas present within the university; 
▪ Type of programmes; 
▪ Possible presence of decentralised branches (sedi staccate);
▪ Performance measured by the indicators on students' careers (for study programmes) 

and on the last Research Quality Assessment (VQR, for Departments)



Thank you


	Slide 1
	Slide 2
	Slide 3
	Slide 4
	Slide 5
	Slide 6
	Slide 7
	Slide 8
	Slide 9
	Slide 10
	Slide 11
	Slide 12
	Slide 13
	Slide 14

