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THE INFORMATION CONTAINED WITHIN THIS DOCUMENT IS 

CONFIDENTIAL

AND SHOULD NOT BE DISCLOSED WITHOUT THE EXPRESSED PERMISSION OF THE WASHINGTON ACCORD SECRETARIAT

RECOMMENDATION TO SIGNATORIES

The Washington Accord team that visited <System> recommends that the (choose one of the following recommendations per article B 2.2.6 of the Rules and Procedures)

“<System - organisation holding provisional status> be made a signatory and the date at which recognition by the other signatories of the substantial equivalence of the engineering academic programs concerned shall become effective is <insert (this would normally be the date on which the new signatory is admitted)>, or

<System - organisation holding provisional status> be declined becoming a signatory, but that provisional status be extended for a further period, or 

<System - organisation holding provisional status> be declined becoming a signatory and that provisional status not be extended, or 

decision on the verification recommendation be deferred for a specified period of time.”  

The recommendation of the verification team is based on evidence collected during an on-site visit to <System>, including observation of <number> accreditation visits.   
The reasons for making the above recommendation are based primarily on the following observations: <Insert reasons if the second, third, or fourth of the above recommendations is chosen>

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the period <insert dates>, a Washington Accord team, comprising representatives of <Jurisdictions of team members> conducted a verification review of <System> accreditation process in accordance with the review provisions of the <insert> Accord.

The purpose of the review was to make a recommendation to Accord signatories about the <System> application for full signatory status under the Washington Accord.   

<Brief overview of System, including history of accreditation, founding and continuing constituencies, financing, administration, governance, uptake of accreditation by HEIs, comparison of policies, procedures, and criteria with those of other Accord signatories, program visitor qualifications, training, etc>

The review activities of the verification team involved <insert description of the activities of the review panel, such as examination of documentation, meetings with System representatives who provided details about the accreditation process, and non-participatory observation of accreditation visits; include a statement explaining how the review panel assured coverage of all aspects of the accreditation visit process, as well as all aspects of the broader accreditation system processes (i.e., decision-making)>  
The report of the verification team presents <insert the items covered in the report, which will probably include a description of the System accreditation system, an overview of the visits that were observed, an assessment of the System’s compliance with its stated policies and procedures, an explanation of the evolution of or recent changes to policies and criteria, any other issues that the review team believes should be highlighted, the recommendation to Accord signatories, and observations and suggestions for improvement, if warranted> 
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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose and Objectives

At the request of the <System>, the Executive Committee of the Washington Accord assigned three signatories as reviewers to examine and report on the applicant system and to make a recommendation to WA signatories.  This report documents the observations, assessment, and recommendation resulting from the review of the <System>  accreditation system.
1.2 Approach and Methodology

The verification review of <System> was undertaken in accordance with the Washington Accord review provisions.  The <2007 International Educational Accord Foundation Documents>, in particular, B. Rules and Procedures, and C. Guidelines, formed the basis for the conduct of the review.

The verification team comprised three (3) members:

· <Team Member Name>

Representing <Jurisdiction / System>

· <Team Member Name>

Representing <Jurisdiction / System>

· <Team Member Name>

Representing <Jurisdiction / System>

The main activities of the verification team, including timelines, are shown below:

	Date
	Activity

	<insert date>
	<insert activity, i.e., examination of written documentation about accreditation system and clarification with senior staff representing the jurisdiction; to include all relevant meetings and observations, including observation of accreditation visits and decision taking>

	<insert date>
	<insert activity>

	<insert date>
	<insert activity>

	<insert date>
	<insert activity>


The verification team observed the following protocols throughout the review process:

· The verification team were non-participatory observers.

· The verification team refrained from comments on the procedures or outcomes during the visits, and only commented when requested to do so, after each visit had been concluded.

· In order to achieve complete coverage, the verification team divided to accompany <System> program evaluators according to individual areas of specialization.

1.3 Scope of the Report

This report covers the verification team findings based on review and observation of all accreditation activities up to and including the <System> decision meeting at which the programs that were observed by the review panel were considered.

The <System> Accreditation System

This section presents an overall introduction to the <System> accreditation system, including an overview of engineering education in the <jurisdiction in which System resides>, the link to professional practice, as well as information about the history, governance and management of <System>.

1.4 Education System in <jurisdiction in which System resides> 

<Insert information about primary, secondary, and post-secondary education in the System jurisdiction>

1.5 Engineering Education 

<Insert information about engineering education, such as:

· Routes available to students to access engineering educational programs / courses

· Entrance requirements, and degree requirements

· Number of HEIs, including number that grant engineering degrees, students enrolment numbers, numbers of faculty members, disciplines covered

· Governance and oversight of engineering education

· Characteristics and variations of formation, i.e., broad or narrow focus, inclusion of experiential learning, distance education, 

· Characteristics of the student population, i.e., gender distribution, domestic versus non-domestic, mature students versus secondary school entry

· Information about transition from engineering graduate to practising engineer, including requirements / regulations governing practice, uptake, statistical information about numbers of engineering practitioners.

1.6 Structure of the <jurisdiction in which System resides> Engineering Community

<Insert information about transition from engineering graduate to practising engineer, including requirements / regulations governing practice, uptake, statistical information about numbers of engineering practitioners>
1.7 History and Governance of <System>
<Insert information about when and how the System was formed, by whom, current membership / governance structure, and oversight>
1.8 Organization and Management

<Insert information about operations and delivery of accreditation / recognition system, including administrative structure, reporting relationship to governing body, financing, involvement of volunteers, relationship with kindred bodies>

1.9 Role of Accreditation / Recognition

<Insert information about the number of accredited programs / courses, numbers and locations of HEIs delivering accredited programs / courses, typical numbers of requests for accreditation and numbers of visits per year, annual numbers of graduates from accredited programs / courses; also include information about how the System publicizes its activities and outcomes>  
Accreditation Policies, Criteria, and Procedures

The basis for <System> activities are contained in a number of publicly available documents, including:

<Insert list of documents consulted as part of the review>
The purpose of this section is to highlight the main attributes of the <System> system.  For complete details, reference should be made to the <System> documents.   

1.10 Philosophy

<Insert information about the type of process (voluntary versus mandatory), requirements that HEIs and / or programs must meet in order to be considered eligible for accreditation, to what does accreditation apply, any specific requirements, including requirements that are shared by other WA signatories, i.e., “engineering” must be in the title of accredited programs, there must be students who have graduated from the program in order for it to be accredited>
1.11 Accreditation Process Overview

<Insert text and graphics to explain the process, including timelines, HEI obligations (i.e., preparation of self-assessment document), System obligations (i.e., selection of visiting team chair), describe guidance provided by the System to HEIs, insert summary information about visit timing, reporting, decisions, periods of accreditation including maximum and interim periods, terminations of accreditation, appeals>  
1.12 Criteria

<insert information about criteria; identify if different criteria are applied to different degrees, i.e., bachelor versus master versus diploma

A mapping of the Jurisdiction’s program outcomes against the International Engineering Alliance Graduate Attributes (version 2 – 18 June 2009) are presented in Appendix B.>
1.13 Evaluation Team

<insert information about composition, qualifications, training, how team members are selected / assigned>
1.14 On-Campus Procedure and Assessment

<insert information about how visit dates are chosen, and what is done on each day of the visit>
1.15 Post-Visit Policies and Procedures

<insert information about activities that take place after accreditation visits, such as editing, due process protocols, decision-taking, appeals>

Summary of Visits and Observations

The Washington Accord verification team observed accreditation visits to <number> different higher education institutions (HEIs) covering a total of <number and level> engineering educational programs.  
1.16 <HEI No. 1>
Background

<background information about the HEI, including location, type (publicly or privately funded, undergraduate only, research, etc.), when established, overall student enrolment numbers, programs / courses offered, financial situation (e.g., research funding from external sources), organizational structure, etc.>
<background information about the academic unit delivering the engineering program, including range of engineering disciplines covered by programs / courses, overall student enrolment numbers, annual number of degrees awarded, financial situation (e.g., research funding from external sources), organizational structure, etc.>
The Accreditation Process
<details about the visit, including timing, programs observed, student enrolment by years as well as number of graduates, other contextual data>

<Insert observations about how the visit conformed to the System accreditation process as described in Section 3, noting any deviations or anomalies>
The Visit Schedule

<Provide the visit schedule>
Visiting Team

<Describe the visiting team, including roles and previous experiences, training, including performance of the team during the visit>

Documentation

<Provide comments on the documentation that was submitted by the HEI prior to the visit, as well as information that was made available on-site during the visit>

Observations
<Insert comments about the conformance of the program(s) with the System criteria, including issues raised by the visiting team during or at the end of the visit; provide an assessment of whether the program(s) observed can be considered to be substantially equivalent to the engineering programs of WA signatory jurisdictions>
Visit Outcomes

<Describe the end of visit procedures, i.e., exit meeting, and comment on whether the outcomes conform to expectations based on the System criteria>
Comments on the Performance of the Visiting Team
<Summary comments about the qualifications, performance, conduct of visiting team members; include a statement indicating whether the team’s interpretation and application of System criteria was appropriate and whether prescribed procedures were thoroughly and fairly followed>
1.17 <HEI No. 2>
Background

<background information about the HEI, including location, type (publicly or privately funded, undergraduate only, research, etc.), when established, overall student enrolment numbers, programs / courses offered, financial situation (e.g., research funding from external sources), organizational structure, etc.>
<background information about the academic unit delivering the engineering program, including range of engineering disciplines covered by programs / courses, overall student enrolment numbers, annual number of degrees awarded, financial situation (e.g., research funding from external sources), organizational structure, etc.>
The Accreditation Process
<details about the visit, including timing, programs observed, student enrolment by years as well as number of graduates, other contextual data>

<Insert observations about how the visit conformed to the System accreditation process as described in Section 3, noting any deviations or anomalies>
The Visit Schedule

<Provide the visit schedule>
Visiting Team

<Describe the visiting team, including roles and previous experiences, training, including performance of the team during the visit>

Documentation

<Provide comments on the documentation that was submitted by the HEI prior to the visit, as well as information that was made available on-site during the visit>

Observations
<Insert comments about the conformance of the program(s) with the System criteria, including issues raised by the visiting team during or at the end of the visit; provide an assessment of whether the program(s) observed can be considered to be substantially equivalent to the engineering programs of WA signatory jurisdictions>
Visit Outcomes

<Describe the end of visit procedures, i.e., exit meeting, and comment on whether the outcomes conform to expectations based on the System criteria>
Comments on the Performance of the Visiting Team
<Summary comments about the qualifications, performance, conduct of visiting team members; include a statement indicating whether the team’s interpretation and application of System criteria was appropriate and whether prescribed procedures were thoroughly and fairly followed>
1.18 <System> Decision Meeting 

Background

<Explanation of decision-making procedures and policies, including allowable outcomes>

Meeting Progress

<Description of the conduct of the meeting, including processes to avoid conflicts of interest>

Discussion of Programs and Decisions

<Insert comments about the decision(s) taken, especially for the programs that were observed, indicating whether decisions conform with published policies and whether the decisions reflect verification team’s expectations>

Compliance with Stated Policies and Procedures
The verification review has been based its comments about <System>’s compliance with its published policies and procedures on the pre-visit documentation and on-campus conduct of the visiting teams. 

In this section, the verification team provides observations and findings about <System>’s compliance with its published policies and procedures.  This includes the pre-visit documentation, the on-campus conduct of the accreditation visits and the work of the <System> examination teams, and the <System> decision meeting conduct and outcomes.

1.19 Pre-Visit Documentation

<Insert brief description of the adequacy of the pre-visit documentation, including timeliness, comprehensiveness, alignment with on-campus observations>
1.20 On-Campus Activities

<Insert brief description of the adequacy of the on-campus activities, including actions of the visiting team, interactions with HEI, noting any anomalies>
1.21 <System> Decision Meeting

<Insert brief description of the conduct of the decision meeting, including appropriateness of decisions, alignment with policies and procedures, noting any anomalies>
2 Compliance with Washington Accord Policies
Section C of the Rules and Procedures for International Educational Accords – Washington Accord 1989, Sydney Accord 2001, Dublin Accord 2002 (IEA, 2007), presents guidelines for the evaluation of jurisdictions with provisional status that have applied for full signatory status under the Washington Accord. 

In this section, the review panel presents its findings in respect of each of the Section C guidelines, which are presented in italics below.  The findings presented below form the basis for the recommendation to Washington Accord signatories contained in the next section.
(NOTE:  The information presented below will form the basis for the recommendation to signatories; if the recommendation is other than full signatory status, then the reasons for the recommendation must be documented in the following sections.
2.1 Expected Characteristics and Criteria

The expected characteristics of an accreditation / recognition system and criteria for accreditation / recognition, including the attributes expected of engineering graduates, are set earlier in Section C.

The Reviewers must ensure that they observe visits to a representative cross-section of institutions 

<Verification team comments> 

and also observe the accreditation / recognition process for a range of decisions.

<Verification team comments> 

The Reviewers will evaluate the systems of the applicant in a similar fashion to that stipulated as Periodic monitoring for the conduct of a periodic review visit of an existing signatory.

<Verification team comments> 

In addition to the criteria set out under Periodic monitoring, the Reviewers must consider whether 

a. the accreditation / recognition system is well established (normally with at least one program having gone through a full accreditation / recognition cycle and being re-evaluated) 

<Verification team comments> 

b. a substantial proportion of its programs offered have been evaluated under the system as described 

<Verification team comments> 

2.2 Similarity to Other Washington Accord Signatory Systems

Is the accreditation / recognition system similar in methods and means of delivery to the systems of other signatories? Performance indicators / key attributes:

Has a clear definition of academic quality in the context of its mission.

<Verification team comments> 

Is non-governmental 

<Verification team comments> 

Accredits / recognises programs at institutions that have legal authority to confer higher educational degrees / qualifications 

<Verification team comments> 

Has official, written policies and procedures that are available to the institutions and to the public 

<Verification team comments> 

Has a process that includes a self-evaluation by the institution and the program seeking accreditation / recognition 

<Verification team comments> 

Has an on-site review by a visiting team comprised of peers

<Verification team comments> 

Demonstrates independence from any parent organisation or entity in its policy-setting and decision-making process 

<Verification team comments> 

Publishes or makes available to the public a list of accredited / recognised programs

<Verification team comments> 

Requires a periodic review of accredited / recognised programs 

<Verification team comments> 

2.3 Scope and Performance of Accreditation Activities

Is there a clearly defined and published scope of activity for the organisation?  Performance indicators / key attributes:

What degree programs / qualifications are recognised (undergraduate, graduate,)?

<Verification team comments> 

Are there geographic bounds?

<Verification team comments> 

What disciplines are recognised (engineering, engineering technology, computing, etc.)?

<Verification team comments> 

2.4 Appropriateness of Decision-Making

Does the organisation demonstrate the use of appropriate and fair procedures in decision making? Performance indicators / key attributes:

Is the organisation subject to interference from professional organisations, societies, special interest groups or government? 

<Verification team comments> 

Within the accrediting / recognising organisation, is there a separation of those who establish accreditation / recognition policy and those who make accreditation / recognition decisions?
<Verification team comments> 

Has written standards, criteria, policies and procedures for the evaluation of programs.

1. Are these publicly available? 
<Verification team comments> 

2. Is there a process for public comment or review? 
<Verification team comments> 

Accreditation visits are conducted in accordance with the documentation

<Verification team comments> 

Applies standards and criteria in a consistent and fair manner from institution to institution, program to program and year to year.

<Verification team comments> 

Provides a written report to the institution that clearly distinguishes between actions required for accreditation / recognition and actions recommended for academic program improvement.

<Verification team comments> 

Visit reports provide sufficient detail for the Accreditation / Recognition Board (or equivalent) to make informed decisions whether or not to accredit particular programs, or to impose conditions

<Verification team comments> 

The Board demonstrates a capacity to make difficult decisions in a way likely to be beneficial to the engineering community in the longer term
<Verification team comments> 

Has a process for appealing adverse accreditation / recognition decisions
<Verification team comments> 

Has a clear conflict of interest policy for all involved in the accreditation / recognition process including visiting teams, accreditation / recognition decision-makers and policy-makers
<Verification team comments> 

Are the procedures capable of addressing unusual circumstances in a perceptive way, and is this illustrated in practice?

<Verification team comments> 
2.5 Current and Future Capacity

d. Does the organisation have the capacity to conduct accreditation / recognition activities on an ongoing basis? Performance indicators / key attributes:

Has sufficient staff and financial resources to implement and sustain an effective accrediting / recognising process

1. How is the organisation financed?

<Verification team comments> 

2. What is the outlook for financial viability?

<Verification team comments> 

Has an effective process for the recruitment, selection, training & evaluation of program evaluators / visitors

1. How are evaluators selected?

<Verification team comments> 

2. Are there written training materials?

<Verification team comments> 

3. What is process for evaluation?

<Verification team comments> 

4. Does the visiting team pool include engineering practitioners as well academicians

<Verification team comments> 

Conducts periodic self-review to improve its standards, criteria, policies and procedures.
<Verification team comments> 

2.6 Accreditation Criteria and Outcomes

e. Does the operating documentation focus attention on the fundamental criteria for accreditation / recognition? Performance indicators / key attributes:

The required graduate attributes are documented in a way that is clearly evident to the educational provider concerned, and the required attributes are substantially equivalent to the Accord exemplar

<Verification team comments, including commentary about compliance with Graduate Attributes (version 2 – 18 June 2009)> 

The criteria translate into procedures that evaluate in depth the outcomes of each program and how they are assured

<Verification team comments> 

2.7 Conclusion

f. Ultimately, as an overarching test, is the outcome standard, as evaluated by existing signatories during live observation and interaction, consistent with that represented by relevant Accord?

<Verification team comments> 

Recommendation to Signatories
<This section must match page i>
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