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Size of Review Panels in Bundled Procedures

Resolution of the Accreditation Council dated March 21, 2019

5

The evaluation of multiple degree programs in a single procedure has now become the 

standard practice in program accreditation. The bundled procedure benefits from the 

subject-matter synergies in the expert evaluation and is characterized by significantly 

lower costs compared to individual procedures.

10  The requirements for bundled procedures in accreditation are regulated in the Model 

Statutory Ordinance (MRVO) in § 30 and the explanatory notes to § 25.

Section 30 of the MRVO sets forth the requirements for the bundling of degree programs 

as follows.

• A bundle shall consist of no more than ten degree programs.

15 • The degree programs in a bundle should be closely related in terms of subject 
matter.

The explanatory memorandum to § 25 MRVO contains the following provision regarding 

the composition of review panels in clustering procedures:

• In complex procedures—such as bundle accreditations—larger review panels are 
possible, provided that the ratio of the proportions of the represented groups

20 must be maintained.

The limit of generally no more than ten academically related degree programs per bundle 

pursuant to § 30 MRVO has proven to be manageable in practice.

The requirements for the composition of the review panel pursuant to § 25 MRVO, 

including the rationale, allow for a certain degree of flexibility and require case-by-case

25 by the relevant agency. Depending on the range of disciplines contained in a bundle, the 

size of the bundle, or the specific characteristics of individual degree programs, the 

review panel must be supplemented with additional reviewers. A purely schematic 

implementation of the requirement to maintain the ratio of the proportions of the 

represented groups is not appropriate for the following reasons:

30 •  The number of reviewers may increase significantly in some cases compared to 

procedures under the old law. This can lead, particularly in large clusters, to 
considerable additional costs and disproportionately large review panels, without 
any demonstrable added value.
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• Experience shows that there is a critical size for review panels and discussion 
groups in review procedures. Significantly exceeding this size can have a 
negative impact on the practicability and quality of the procedure.

• Even under the accreditation system based on the old legal framework, the 
agencies

5 agencies sometimes had difficulty recruiting suitable experts, depending on the 

respective field. This applies not only to university representatives but equally to 

representatives of students and professional practice. This problem can be 

exacerbated by larger groups; the search for experts is already
10 considered one of the most common causes of delays in the process.

• The decision to appoint four rather than three university representatives to the 
review panel leads, in a schematic interpretation, to an increase in the number of 
reviewers of over 40% (4-2-2 instead of 3-1-1), thereby creating a perverse 
incentive to keep the number of university representatives as low as possible.

15  Furthermore, practical examples show that involving an additional representative from the 

professional field can be beneficial without necessarily requiring an increase in the 

number of university representatives or students (as is the case, for example, in teacher 

education). Conversely, it may be beneficial to the quality of the process to appoint two 

additional subject-matter experts, whereas

20  questions of professional relevance can readily be addressed by a generalist from the 

professional field.

At the same time, the interests of the student reviewers must be taken into account. They 

must be able to participate adequately in the respective process. For this, collegiality 

within the entire review panel is particularly important.

25  Particularly with regard to cost-efficiency and the limited resources of reviewers, the 

Accreditation Council announces the following binding interpretation of the Model 

Regulation and the corresponding state regulations:

1. The commissioned agency (not the commissioning university) decides on the 

composition of the review panel on a case-by-case basis, taking into account

30 the specific characteristics of the respective bundle of degree programs.

2. The panel of experts must be composed in such a way as to ensure a substantive 

evaluation of all degree programs included in a bundle.

3. The panel of experts must be composed in such a way that the perspectives of 

professional practice and the students are appropriately taken into account.
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4. For the evaluation of teacher education program bundles, the Accreditation 

Council recommends that, in addition to the participation of a representative of the 

highest state authority responsible for the school system as required by § 25(3), 

an evaluator from the school environment (teacher or school principal)
5 ) be included in the review panel.

5. The ratio of the groups represented on the review panel (university faculty, 

professional practice, and students) must be maintained to ensure a balanced 

and appropriate consideration of group-specific competencies. In justified cases, 

a proportional increase in the number

10 of the reviewers to be appointed. The justification must be documented in the 

form under section 3.1.

6. The majority of votes held by university faculty members pursuant to § 25(3) 

MRVO remains unaffected by the number of reviewers and may, if necessary, be 

ensured through a different weighting of the votes.


