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1 Background 
 
In the period May to July 2007, the EIIL was asked by FEANI to carry out an initial 
survey of its Corporate Members and other contacts, in order to evaluate employer’s 
requirements for an Engineer’s Professional Mobility Pass [ENG CARD].  This survey 
(see Appendix 1) was commissioned in order to supplement the early findings of project 
partner Eurocadres.   
 
The findings of the initial EIIL survey provided an insight into the views of particularly 
some of the larger engineering employers in Europe. These were then incorporated into 
the Eurocadres interim report, issued in septmber 2007, although with some significant 
mis-interpretation of findings, and the particularly disputed conclusion that ‘’as mobility is 
still very low, it is possible that recognition of professional qualification is not yet an 
important issue’. (Employers’ interest for cards for recognition of professional qualifications. 
Eurocadres. General Conclusion, paragraph 5) 
 
The EIIL’s initial survey findings were in fact that employers had certainly indicated that 
recognition of professional qualifications was an important issue, and that the Engineer’s 
Professional Mobility Pass [ENG CARD] would certainly be useful to larger employers, 
but would be most useful in areas other than mobility, which was for them a lower 
priority. For an ENG CARD to be most useful it would have to include information on the 
life-long skills and professional competencies of the holder, with the key driver being 
recognition of the individual’s achievements, in order to aid recruitment and retention of 
scarce skilled resources. If this capability were included, then any ENG CARD 
implementation could expect some significant interest from some of these large 
organisations. 
 
During the summer 2007, the two FEANI working groups had proposed to constrain the 
focus of the Feasibility Study to a proposal which limited the ENG CARD concept to 
providing a validated record of qualifications and competencies required to achieve initial 
professional status only, and to pursue a ‘Business Case’ for the possible 
implementation of the card based on estimated costs of administration of this limited 
concept by FEANI’s current structure of National Members.  
 
The EIIL continued, with the encouragement of FEANI, to investigate, through an 
Industry Working Group, the additional benefits / opportunities to larger employers and 
their professional employees from an enhanced card containing validated records of all 
skills and professional competencies achieved throughout the working life of the holder.  
This EIIL study also identified examples of where analagous schemes were being 
implemented amongst other organisations and professional groups in order to 
demonstrate that an enhanced ENG CARD scheme is not impossible to implement, but 
might require a different implementation and validation model to be attractive to larger 
employers. 
  
2 Scope of Study and Methodology 
 
The EIIL initial survey had sought responses from each of its five Corporate Member 
organisations (all major multi-national corporations [MNCs] employing greater than 5000 
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engineers), and other similar-sized friendly corporations who had responded to the initial 
survey interviews. The initial survey had been a short discussion on two open questions 
derived from the FEANI / Eurocadres questionnaire:  
 

1. How relevant do you consider the objectives of the ENG Card; how would it help 
your company? 

2. What data would you like to see contained on the ENG Card to be effective in 
this? 

 
Responses to these questions had been necessarily high level, brief and conceptual, 
and although indicating an interest in further discussion, there was not sufficient time 
during the initial survey to develop these thoughts. However, from the initial survey it was 
clear that there were significant interests and concerns about an ENG CARD, and that 
larger employers did have a view which may not necessarily be represented by the other 
stakeholder groups presenting to the ongoing FEANI / Eurocadres Feasibility Study. 
  
It was agreed that the EIIL would provide a more detailed follow-up study in order to 
identify the requirements of larger employers in Europe in the context of the proposals 
for an Engineer’s Professional Mobility Pass [ENG CARD]. The key findings from the 
EIIL’s Initial Survey were presented to all participating companies, and to an additional 
list of companies who had expressed an interest during the intervening period. A full list 
of participating companies is attached as Appendix 2. An invitation was issued in late 
September 2007 to join an ‘Industry Working Group’ process of facilitated discussion 
workshops to explore the proposal for an enhanced ENG CARD. All participating 
companies were invited to send representatives, or to submit their contributions by 
email, or by pre-arranged telephone interview prior to these scheduled workshops. 
 
The invitation, which summarised the findings and oportunities arising from the initial 
survey, is attached as Appendix 3, together with an accompanying explanatory slide 
presentation (Appendix 4) and a letter of mandate from the FEANI Secretary-General 
(Appendix 5). The proposal presented for discussion by the Industry Working Group 
was: 
 
‘’An enhanced ENG CARD proposal: a personal living record on which an engineer’s degree 
qualifications (including content of subjects studied), would be recorded, and supplemented by a 
record of the ongoing skills and competencies acquired by the individual engineer throughout his 
career. This would require an industry-wide agreement, leading to an industry-wide (European) 
Standard Competency Framework, defining the range of skills and competencies required for an 
engineer, and defining a mechanism for assessing, recording, and recognising achievement of 
these, at various levels throughout an engineer’s career.’’ 
 
This Industry Working Group process, and the likely directions of its inquiry into an 
enhanced ENG CARD proposal, was presented to the ENG CARD plenary discussion 
meeting at the FEANI AGM in Valencia in early October 2007 to a muted reception.  
 
The first scheduled workshop attracted five definite, and three possible, registrant 
companies three weeks prior to the workshop date. In the week before the workshop 
three of the ‘definite’ registrants pulled out, and the ‘possibles’ failed to materialise. A 
telephone conference was held with the remaining registrants and the second workshop 
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date proposed for a plenary discussion. A fairly provocative reminder invitation was sent 
to all companies who had previously expressed an interest, but who had not yet made 
time to attend the working group or submit their contributions. 
 
As a result of the reminder invitation, five more companies arranged telephone 
interviews in which they shared their position and concerns, and agreed to make 
themselves available for the final date of the proposed workshop programme (7th 
February 2008).  
 
Two companies were present at the second scheduled workshop where a case study of 
the work being undertaken by BIOSS for the OECD was presented (a summary is 
attached as Appendix 6).  
 
The final plenary workshop is scheduled for 7th February 2008 at which the OECD case 
study will again be presented along with a demonstration of the e-CPD scheme run by 
the Institution of Mechanical Engineers of the UK. The findings of this final workshop will 
be added to this report including any proposed next steps. 
 
3 Results 
 
3.1 Response 
 
Three of the companies who had agreed to participate subsequently responded to the 
first invitation explaining that they had insufficient resource / priority to get further 
involved with this inquiry. 
 
There was a dissapointing response to the initial workshop proposal (9/14 declined) but 
a more encouraging 10/14 participants have so far provided at least a minimum 30 
minute telephone interview, with some providing significantly more. The following 
findings therefore reflect the early views of senior engineers and HR professionals 
responsible for the recruitment, development and retention of over 250 000 engineers in 
Europe and worldwide. 
 
3.2 Major Issues Faced 
 
All companies interviewed are suffering from a shortage of engineers and are 
experiencing some difficulties in attracting, recruiting and retaining engineers. 
 
The ability to provide recognition throughout a professional’s career was cited by more 
than half of the companies as being a significant drawback to their ability to recruit and 
retain engineers.  A tiered competency-based framework, with industry-wide, and 
preferably EU recognition, was strongly supported by all ‘providing it can be made to 
work’. 
 
None of the larger companies interviewed have any concerns regarding mobility of their 
engineers. Existing recruitment mechanisms, including reliance on preferred / well-
known universities in their home countries, and well-researched CVs by recruitment 
agencies ensure that all recruits interviewed meet the requirements specified. An 
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‘electronic CV’ with only validated qualifications was not seen as having any value 
whatsoever. 
.  

‘’If it’s just validating a CV, where’s the value? Give me 20 minutes, I’d know if anyone 
was a real chemical engineer…’’ 

 
3.3 Potential Benefits from an enhanced ENG CARD based on an Industry-wide 
/ EU Standard Competency-based Framework 
 
3.3.1 Recognition / Reward 
 
All participating companies saw the possibility of an enhanced ENG CARD, providing a 
tiered ‘ladder’ to recognise achievement, as being helpful in their attraction, recruitment 
and retention of engineers. One of the most often-cited causes of an engineering 
graduate not electing to pursue a career in engineering was that it is often not possible 
to see any form of career progression. Frequently expertise in one area or specialism 
can mean that an engineer is ‘pigeon-holed’ for his whole career, and that in order to be 
seen to progress (and to be promoted) within a company, it is often necessary to leave 
the ‘professional’ career path and move into general or business management. 
 
Eight of the companies in the industry working group had implemented some form of 
‘professional ladder’ scheme to reward and recognise increasing professional expertise, 
but a transparent system of highly visible tiers of progression was seen as being 
potentially very helpful in communicating more widely the recognition within a company 
for professional excellence.  
 

‘’A really powerful industry-wide recognition system is the yellow, green and black belt 
qualifications adopted by the ‘six sigma’ movement to demonstrate / recognise expertise 
in applying manufacturing improvement tools and methodologies.’’ 

 
‘’If we could show a potential recruit that we had, say ten ‘Gold’ level engineers and one 
hundred ‘Silver’ level engineers in our company, and that we had a career development 
programme to help recruits develop the skills to progress to these levels, I believe it 
would be immensely valuable to our recruitment activities’’  

 
Such a visible mechanism for recognising professional competence was also seen as 
helpful to the retention of existing engineers. 
 

‘’It is not always salary which is given as a reason when an engineer leaves us for 
another company. Quite often it is a dissatisfaction from seeing others who joined at the 
same time being promoted to senior positions in the business, whilst the specialist 
engineer isn’t valued for his experience in his specialism. We have had examples where 
an engineer leaves us for another company to perform essentially the same job, but with 
a different, more senior-sounding title, and of course recognition in the receiving 
company. If we could reward with status, a big ceremony moving an engineer from Silver 
to Gold for example, I’m sure it would help in such cases. ’  

 
 
3.3.2 Benchmarking 
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A related benefit, but one for the company rather than for the individual, was the ability of 
an independent competency framework to allow an organisation to benchmark its 
individuals. One company explained their internal assessment, whereby ‘Level A’ project 
managers were internationally experienced, successful, responsible for multi-million-euro 
highly-complex projects, whereas lower levels (B,C,D) might only have experience of 
smaller budgets, and single-site national projects of lower complexity. In different 
divisions of the same company the title ‘Project Manager’ is used to describe both levels 
of individual. In such cases, an independent, internationally-recognised (European) 
competency framework would enable comparisons across divisions against an 
independent benchmark – the individuals would hold different ‘levels’ of an enhanced 
ENG CARD.  
 
This was also thought to be potentially very helpful when describing the skills required to 
bid for, or resource, a particular contract.  
 

‘’In some projects, e.g. alliances, it might help us define / position our team’s capabilities 
[if there was an internationally recognised benchmark].’’ 
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In another company the benchmarking potential of an enhanced ENG CARD was seen 
as potentially helpful when assessing the strength of engineering talent available in an 
acquisition target, and then integrating this talent into their own organisation post-
merger.   
 
3.3.3 Encouraging Corporate Competency Development 
 
Taking this benchmarking concept a stage further, one company argued that an 
internationally recognised (European) competency framework would help them 
demonstrate to their own employees, their commitment to increasing the competency of 
their organisation as a whole. The company was heavily focussed on competency 
development amongst its professional staff, but this was not yet done in a structured 
manner, nor measured against any external benchmark. It was observed that, amongst 
US colleagues, to remain registered as a Professional Engineer, a certain amount of 
measured Continued Professional Development was a requirement, as is the case 
amongst other professions such as medical doctors, or even airline pilots. 
 
3.3.4 Differentiation and Improving European Competitiveness 
 
The outward-facing consequence of having an internationally-recognised (European) 
competency framework, against which to measure your organisation’s increasing 
competence, was also seen by four companies as being highly valuable from a 
marketing perspective. It would allow them to differentiate themselves in a market based 
on their (measurable) professional competency. This was also reflected from the Client 
company side, whereby it was seen as valuable to be able to seek tenders ‘only from 
companies with a certain number of particularly-qualified [say ‘Silver-level’] engineers in 
a particular field’. Both Client and Contractor companies could see the possible 
consequences from such an approach: encouraging skill and competency development 
across a whole industry sector, with consequent benefits for European competitiveness 
(also when competing for work outside of Europe). 
 
Four of the organisations participating were familiar with the certification system for 
Project Managers run by the US-based Project Management Institute and saw similar 
benefits from an internationally recognised (European) competency framework and 
accreditation system for engineers throughout their careers. Looking at parrallel industry 
trends it was observed:  
 

‘’The Microsoft certification competency model certainly works in the IT industry, and 
everyone involved in Lean Manufacturing has seen the success of the six sigma Black 
Belt.’’ 
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3.4 Potential Concerns / Issues with a Competency-based Framework 
 
3.4.1 Complexity of Defining a Competency Framework 
 
The breadth and depth of engineering disciplines and specialities caused the most 
significant scepticism / concern amongst participants. It would appear to be a daunting 
task to define a series of generic competencies which could be useful, without being too 
complex, but which would be sufficiently detailed to differentiate adequately between 
levels of experience / competency acquired. The complexity of the challenge to establish 
a competency framework which could be recognised and useable was not 
underestimated. 
 

‘’The difficulty will be in making it attractive enough in a large company environment to 
help define distinct steps for progression e.g. to only promote / reward if an engineer has 
achieved a certain grade, but ensuring that this progression maps with other existing HR 
rewards structures for other disciplines’’ 

 
‘’A generic competency framework might lose meaning if it is too generic. Can we really 
have an equivalent level of competency defined for the automotive sector and for the oil 
& gas industry?’’ 

 
3.4.2 Harmonisation or Proliferation of Assessment Models 
 
Another concern was that the creation of a new ‘internationally recognised’ competency 
framework might bring additional complexity, and cause confusion amongst those who 
currently recognise established measures of competence. 
 

‘’In the UK an engineer is recognised as C Eng, a professional engineer, after a certain 
amount of experience and then, with more experience, might progress to Fellow of his 
Institution. For me that is progression enough.’’ 

This view was not widely shared amongst non-UK based companies in Europe where 
such peer-assessed awards are less well recognised. An example was given however 
where some government agencies require to be advised of the (internationally 
recognised) measure of competence of a company’s engineers involved in a particular 
project. The proliferation of yet another ‘standard’ could either add to, or simplify the 
complexity currently evident in global markets: 

‘’ An EU-driven generic competence (threshold!) framework will move engineers further 
away from the required discipline competence profiles/CPD schemes set by their 
professional institutes. However, if the EU [ENG] CARD may eventually become an EU 
Directive, in that case we have a complete different setting. This will probably mean that 
all professional discipline bodies such as IMechE / IChemE will have to comply.’’ 
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3.4.3 Scepticism – Can we interest sufficient Companies to adopt this? 
 
All participating companies expressed great scepticism that the basic ENG CARD 
proposal would meet with much success, requiring both individual engineers to value the 
validation of their professional qualifications, and also requiring potential employers to 
value such validation, which was clearly not the case amongst those interviewed.  
 
The objections raised and general antipathy at the Valencia meeting to the enhanced 
ENG CARD proposal was relayed to interviewees, together with the business case 
scenario that the basic ENG CARD could be viable ‘‘if only only 5% of engineers applied 
for a card’’. It was unanimously felt that, without a significant uptake, the ENG CARD 
would never be more than a curiosity.  
 

‘’It needs industry (therefore company) buy-in for individual engineers to take it up, but 
why would a senior engineer recommend it [the ‘basic’ card] for engineers in his 
company? If he has already recruited them, they don’t need the card! Where is the 
‘value-add’?’’  

 
In order to obtain the potential benefits discussed for the enhanced ENG CARD, it would 
require that the competency framework gained some recognition in the marketplace 
amongst employers and government agencies. This could be achieved either by the 
voluntary adoption of an agreed framework by sufficiently large a group of companies to 
cause a ‘de facto’ standard (such as in the PMI, Microsoft certification, or Six Sigma 
examples) or by incorporating the industry-defined competency framework into a 
European Directive.  
 
The latter case would, it was believed, cause a more rapid recognition of a standard, and 
would enable European companies to further promote the EU standard worldwide (as in 
the EU lead in quality and other standards). If Member States were required to specify a 
certain EU standard level of competency, in addition to local qualification requirements 
(see Appendix 6), as a condition for awarding contracts for public works, this would 
further reinforce the widescale adoption of the standard competency framework.  
 
There was however considerable scepticism that sufficient political interest could be 
generated to pursue this route, despite the significant industry, individual and community 
benefits. 
 
3.5 Related Work 
 
The success of the initiative by the US-based Project Management Institute (PMI) was 
referred to above. This has defined an increasingly recognised ‘global’ standard for 
Project Management competencies, with a tiered level of certification based on validation 
against a defined competency framework. This has been investigated or adopted by five 
of the companies participating in the working group as a means of encouraging 
improvements in their companies’ PM capabilities.  
 
The study also looked at an analagous situation with the OECD, and the work done on 
job measurement within the OECD by BIOSS (see Appendix 7). The OECD faced a 
similar challenge to that faced by those wishing to adopt an enhanced ENG CARD, and 
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the approach taken by them demonstrates that many of the concerns regarding 
complexity of a generic (EU) competency framework can be overcome. 
 
The final report will include an evaluation of the UK’s IMechE e-CPD scheme and its 
relevance to the ENG CARD proposal. 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
Conclusions currently are: 
 
There was limited support, and time commitment was not high, for discussion of the 
ENG CARD concept at all. Those who were prepared to discuss the concept did so 
because of the additional benefits such a card might provide in an enhanced format. 
 
Amongst larger corporations (MNCs), mobility of professionals would not be a driver for 
an ENG CARD. None of the MNCs contributing to the study saw mobility of their 
professionals (engineers and other professionals) as being in any way enhanced by the 
ENG CARD concept, nor indeed hindered by the lack of such a concept. A rationale for 
this is discussed seperately in Appendix 6. 
 
They did however acknowledge that it might be possible for an ENG CARD to help 
mobility of engineering professionals within the PME / SME sectors, but that this would 
only happen if the card gained a market-place currency and acceptability. This would 
require that, although not useful to them, MNCs would have to support and recognise 
the card. This was felt unlikely to happen, unless the ENG CARD concept could be 
enhanced to provide larger employers with some value-adding benefits. 
 
Some interesting views as to how and when such a card might be useful to MNCs were 
expressed, and these generated some really enthusiatic debate about the possibilities 
raised.  
 
Demonstrating the current competency profile of a company, demonstrating the 
structured development programme for new recruits to attain higher level status would 
be an aid to recruitment and retention (amongst both MNCs and SMEs). 
 
The recognition associated with continued progression up a tiered award ‘ladder’ as 
skills and competencies were acquired, would be a significant aid to retention of existing 
engineers who might not necessarily want to move into the general management side of 
the business in order to advance.  
 
Demonstrating internally and externally that a company values CPD and is trying 
proactively to raise the knowledge base of the company was seen as a benefit, as was 
the ability to benchmark an indivdual against a defined / required standard (either for 
internal resourcing of projects, external tendering for contracts, or for due diligence prior 
to acquisition of a company, or to aid post-merger integration.) 
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The usefulness of a European Engineering Competency Framework in raising 
qualification levels for Invitations to Tender was highlighted (e.g. a client company might 
require all tendering companies for a contract to supply a minimum number of ‘silver’ 
level engineers in his team). The potential consequences of this, to raise the skills profile 
across a whole industry sector, stimulating the need for organisations to help companies 
to increase their skills, and ultimately enabling Europe to be more competitive in a 
knowledge-based economy, was not lost on participating companies. 
 
Several difficulties were raised in developing an enhanced ENG CARD, based on an 
industry-wide (European) Engineering Competency Framework, not least being the 
complexity to define a series of generic and specific competency assessment models 
and the ability to then provide a mechanism to assess and record achievement relative 
to these. However, demonstrations of analagous sector-specific models (such as PMI, 
six sigma certification, microsoft certification, and the work done within the OECD by 
BIOSS) indicated that these concerns could, and indeed in some cases had already 
been overcome. 
  
Of the eleven responding companies, nine of these agreed that they would be prepared 
to provide some ‘industry pull’ to help the FEANI-led ENG CARD implementation 
process along, and to help it arrive at something valued by employers across Europe 
as one aid to retention of their engineers.  
 
However, prior to providing this support, an enhancement to the basic ENG CARD 
proposal would be required. This would aim towards an industry-wide agreement, 
leading to a European Standard definition, of the range of skills and competencies 
required for an engineer, and to define a mechanism for assessing, recording, and 
recognising achievement of these, at various levels throughout an engineer’s career.  
 
This industry working group is prepared to discuss possible next steps to pilot and 
implement this framework. 
 
 
 
S D PRICE 
European Institute for Industrial Leadership  
January 2008 
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Scope of Survey and Methodology 
 
It was agreed that the EIIL would use its network of Corporate Members and other 
industrial contacts to obtain as many opinions as possible in the short time available up 
to July 9th and would make whatever results had been obtained available to the FEANI 
ENG Card Working Party on that date. 
 
The EIIL were provided, by FEANI, with background presentation, Round Table 
discussion invitation, and on-line survey questionnaire. The questionnaire was modified 
to include the EIIL’s own contact details, including return fax route for replies, and a copy 
of this questionnaire posted on its own web-site. 
 
The EIIL monthly newsletter for June, distributed electronically to its members, alumni, 
and other interested engineering organisations (approximately 1800 contacts), included 
a short article outlining the EIIL’s involvement with the ENG Card survey, and directed 
interested parties to the survey form on the web-site. 
 
To supplement any questionnaire data, the EIIL sought responses from each of its five 
Corporate Member organisations (all major multi-national corporations [MNCs] 
employing greater than 5000 engineers), and other similar sized friendly corporations. In 
order to ensure a prompt response, the EIIL elected to interview each of the key 
sponsors within these organisations.  
 
The format for these interviews was necessitataed by the first interview in which the 
interviewee stated that he really only had a short time, and that he didn’t really want to 
go through a questionnaire line by line. After a brief explanation of the ENG Card 
concept by the EIIL interviewer, there followed a discussion based on two open 
questions derived from the questionnaire. These were: 
 

1. How relevant do you consider the objectives of the ENG Card; how would it help 
your company? 

2. What data would you like to see contained on the ENG Card to be effective in 
this? 

 
The EIIL interviewer then recorded the discussion using the questionnaire format 
supplemented with free format notes.  
 
Subsequent interviewees also declined to go through the questionnaire line by line 
however they were prepared to provide their views in response to the two open 
questions. The results of comments received in this way were then compiled to identify 
any patterns of response. 
 
It should be noted that in each case there was significant interest in the ENG Card 
concept, and all interviewees asked to be kept informed of progress and agreed to 
provide further, more considered input to the project if requested at a later date. 
 
Finally, the EIIL also took the opportunity of the ATA Industry-Academia conference in 
Modena, Itlay on June 28th – 29th to informally solicit opinion on the ENG Card from 
some of the 100 or so participants. Based on a brief verbal description of the concept 
and again, the open question approach, reaction to the ENG Card was sought from 
conference participants from major and SME industry in Italy.  



 
Results 
 
Response to the general call for participation through the EIIL newsletter was very low. 
Only three emails were received, of which only one sent back a completed 
questionnaire. The other emails gave a short paragraph of support for the ENG CARD 
concept, with rationale, but declined to complete the questionnaire and send it as an 
attachment. 
 
Of the five EIIL Corporate Members interviewed (company names attached as Appendix 
1) all contacts were prepared only to give a limited time to the interview, and preferred 
an open discussion rather than to address the questionnaire in a structured way. In the 
first of these interviews, two open questions, based on the survey questionnaire were 
derived which led to an open discussion on the relevance of the ENG Card to their 
company, and the contents required of any card eventually produced. Subsequent 
interviewees also preferred this open discussion approach. 
 
In response to the first question on relevance of the ENG Card, responses from all 
MNCs (EIIL Corporate Members, other interviewees, and ATA conference participants) 
can be summarised by the following statement: 
 
‘As a large multi-national company we have indigenous engineers within our local 
organisations who are able to provide suitably qualified signatories where required by 
local legislation. The mobility of our young, and not-so-young, engineers would not be 
helped much by the ENG Card. Assurance of an engineer’s competence is recorded in 
our own career management system. However for mid-career recruits into the company, 
an enhancement to the CV might certainly help our recruitment process.’   
 
One very large organisation has recently introduced the internal certification / 
accreditation of its Project Managers using the internationally recognised PMI 
certification process. It has established an internal Project Management Academy to 
administer the accreditation process, based on PMI models, and has developed an in-
house development programme to allow Project Managers to progress between levels of 
competency as defined in the PMI model. This organisation is very interested in its 
engineers being accredited internally against some form of international standard to 
establish competency levels in mature recruits and internally developed engineers in 
mid-career. 
 
A second organisation had just been acquired into a rapidly growing multi-national 
corporation. This new parent organisation had recently acquired a former major NL 
based company. As the two former competitors now struggle to understand one 
another’s career development plans, and assessment processes, the interviewee said 
he had found it helpful to be able to refer to his own company’s job requirements and 
competency descriptions which had been based on SARTOR 3. He saw any attempt to 
establish an internationally recognised equivalent of such a competnecy-based model 
would enable future mergers and acquisitions to go through the transition period more 
smoothly. 
   
The SME respondents did see more potential use for the ENG Card with respect to 
mobility of engineers. Here there was an expressed need to be able to recruit engineers 
from other countries (particularly new accession countries) to supplement the available 



indigenous engineers. At the ATA conference in Modena it was reported by the 
Confindustria representative that in Italy there were 27 000 engineers seeking 
employment, and 32 000 openings requiring engineers. SME employers interviewed 
stated that they would welcome some European instrument which would help them 
attract engineers to openings in their companies.   
 
In response to the second question on contents of the ENG Card, as proposed by the 
questionnaire, all were generally found to be useful and relevant information to 
supplement an individual’s CV. The one exception, when pressed, was against the 
suggestion that the card might also hold ‘details of penalties (legal or to code of 
conduct)’ – this was seen as less relevant to both MNCs and SMEs.  
 
In all cases, the interviewee, whilst the key contact of the EIIL within their Corporate 
Member organisation, made it clear that the opinions expressed were personal opinions 
based on an understanding of the ENG Card concept limited to its presentation by the 
EIIL. None were prepared to have their views quoted as being officially representative of 
their orgainsation.  
 
However, all interviewees expressed an interest in the ENG Card concept, and did agree 
to subsequent interviews as the concept is developed further. With sufficient time to 
discuss any proposal, all were clear that a formal response, respresentative of the 
company, could be provided if required by the project.  
 
 
 



Conclusions 
 
As with its own recent surveys, the EIIL found that its own network of senior business 
contacts and engineers interested in the continued professional development of their 
engineers and technical profesisonals were reluctant to take time to respond to the 
questionnaire-based survey. This symptom of ‘survey fatigue’ has been widely reported 
by EIIL partner Institution throughout Europe during its own recent Leaders of Industry 
survey. 
 
The EIIL’s preferred approach, to seek opinion directly from senior level contacts 
through telephone or face to face interviews, did lead to a more succesful response. This 
approach, however, is limited to the qualitative rather than quantitative response.  
 
From the (qualitative) responses, it would appear that the ENG Card concept is seen as 
potentially valuable to EIIL Corporate Members and potential Corporate Members (large 
multi-national corporations with European-based headquarters, employing together more 
than 60 000 engineers).  
 
The most valuable purpose of the ENG Card would be to objectively record the 
professional qualifications, and, more importantly the competencies acquired by the 
holder, in order to ease recruitment of engineers, particularly mid-career.  
 
It would also be seen as valuable to encourage, and record, continued professional 
development of engineers in their employ. One company had already embarked on a 
competency based accreditation scheme for its Project Managers worldwide, and saw a 
similar scheme for its engineers as necessary and valuable. A second respondent 
identified the value of an internationally recognised competency based model to 
describe an engineer’s capability, and to match these with job requirements, as really 
useful post merger and acquistion. 
  
Respondents from smaller organisations additionally expressed an interest in the ENG 
Card concept to assist with attracting engineers to openings in their company. 
  
All of the possible card contents listed in the survey questionnaire would be seen as 
relevenat, with the exception of the details of professional penalties (whether against 
legal requirements or codes of conduct). 
 
With more time to investigate the further it is the opinion of the EIIL that the ENG Card 
concept could be of significant interest to its members and potential members, both 
MNCs and SMEs. A further more detailed discussion with all interviewees would be 
welcomed to help develop the ENG Card concept more fully.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
S D Price 
European Institute for Industrial Leadership 
 
July 2007



Appendix 1 
 
Companies Interviewed for the ENG Card Survey – June 2007 
 
SABIC Petrochemical UK 
Huntsman PU 
ABB Lummus Global  
Shell  
Bayer MaterialScience 
Air Products 
Albemarle 
Alcan UK 
Centre Research FIAT 
Magnetti Marelli 
Dellorto 
LMS 
MSC Software 
Aveva 
Luvata 
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APPENDIX 2 
 
Participating Companies 
 
Luvata 
Bayer TechnologyServices 
SABIC Europe Petrochemicals UK Ltd 
CB&I Lummus 
Huntsman EMEA 
Akzo Nobel Technology and Engineering 
Royal Dutch Shell 
Fabricom GTI 
Rencol 
Ansaldo Energgia 
Rolls Royce 
ABB Ireland 
Air Products 
BASF 
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APPENDIX 3 – Invitation to Industry Working Group 
 
Dear [Sir] 
 
As I mentioned before the summer, FEANI are coordinating a European project to investigate the 
‘Engineer’s Professional Card’ or ENG CARD.  
 
The Eng Card is proposed as a personal living record on which an engineer’s degree 
qualifications (including content of subjects studied), would be recorded, and supplemented by a 
record of the ongoing skills and competencies acquired by the individual engineer throughout his 
career. As a credit-card sized sort of ‘passport’ the ENG CARD card is intended to allow an 
engineer to demonstrate what he is capable of when he applies to work anywhere around 
Europe.  
 
For the ENG CARD to be of any more value than an individual’s CV requires industry-wide 
agreement on definitions of skills and competencies to be acquired, what’s needed to say you’ve 
acquired them, and a scoring / assessment mechanism to award appropriate credits. FEANI 
currently has working parties (of academics and professional institution representatives) looking 
to agree these requirements. Currently the focus of attention is in agreeing the qualifying criteria 
for bachelor / master degree accreditation. There is a very limited input from an industry 
perspective, and the EIIL has been asked to approach its Corporate Members and friends to 
supplement FEANI’s current project partner’s findings (see attached letter from the FEANI 
Secretary General Philippe Wauters). 
 
The EIIL believes that the principle – to define a range of skills and competencies required for an 
engineer, and to define a mechanism for assessing, recording, and recognising achievement of 
these, at various levels throughout an engineer’s career - is sound. Although there is no 
additional project EU funding for this activity, we think the project could do with some ‘industry 
pull’ to help the FEANI process along, and to help it arrive at something valued by employers 
across Europe as one aid to retention of their engineers. 
 
The EIIL has therefore agreed to co-ordinate an industry-led working group (IWG), to supplement 
the FEANI project teams, and to agree amongst themselves particularly the requirements for 
more mature engineers and not just new graduates. This group is intended to provide industry- / 
employer- pull, direction and learning which would help the European project and ensure its 
outcomes are consistent, and ‘backwards compatible’ with each industry member’s own 
schemes.  
 
I’m writing to ask whether you’d consider joining this Industry Working Group. The purpose would 
be to discuss the feasibility of providing a ‘ladder’ of recognition of achievement for [Your 
Company’s] engineers: in concept a ‘Your Company ENG CARD’ for all your engineers, updated 
at annual personal review time, or on completion of projects or CPD training courses, and leading 
to tiered levels of achievement (not quite air-miles bronze, silver and gold cards but not far off), 
peer-assessed against standards agreed by a panel of [Your Company]’s own senior engineers, 
with some external representation for benchmarking; such a scheme might well help you attract, 
evaluate and retain engineers in your organisation. With the right support something like this 
could be implemented by [Your Company] alongside, or at least compatioble with, the FEANI-led 
European Professional Card.  
 
Beyond the FEANI feasibility study, the IWG will be encouraged to continue to meet together 
throughout parrallel implementations of their own, compatible, ENG CARD ‘pilot’ schemes; 
sharing good implementation practices, and agreeing competency definitions, word models and 
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assessment criteria to ensure compatibility of schemes with one another and thereby defining the 
de facto European standard.  
 
In order to identify whether this would be of interest to [Your Company], I propose a telephone, or 
face to face, meeting to present to you the ENG CARD concept in more detail (see attached 
presentation). 
 
I look forward to discussing this with you in due course. 
 
Kindest regadrs 
 
Steve Price 
 
Executive Director 
European Institute for Industrial Leadership 
Brussels.   
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APPENDIX 4 – Slide Presentation – Proposal for Industry Working Group 
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- Other Invited Members

• ABB Lummus Global  (NL)
• Air Products (UK)
• Albemarle (BE)
• Alcan (UK) 
• Bayer MaterialScience (DE)
• Centre Research FIAT (IT)
• Huntsman EMEA (US / BE)
• LMS (BE)

• Luvata (FI)
• SABIC Petrochemical UK (UK / NL)
• P & G
• GSK
• Toyota (Eur./Jap.)
• OECD (Fr)

• EIIL – Co-ordinator
• Bioss – Technical Consultant




