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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 <Signatory> recommends that the (choose one of the following recommendations per article B 3.3.6 of the Rules and Procedures)

“<Signatory> be accepted by the other signatories, for a period of six years, as leading to outcomes substantially equivalent to those recognized by the Accord; or
<Signatory> be accepted by the other signatories, for a period of not more than two years subject to the responsible signatory providing, within six months, a report which satisfies the other signatories that adequate steps are being taken to address the specific issues identified by the monitoring team; or 

<Signatory> has serious deficiencies, that the signatory be downgraded immediately to conditional status, and that urgent and specific assistance be provided by the other signatories to help address the deficiencies.”  

The recommendation of the monitoring team is based on evidence collected during an on-site visit to <Signatory>, 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 or third 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 monitoring review of <Signatory> accreditation process in accordance with the review provisions of the Accord.

<Brief overview of Signatory, 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 monitoring team involved <insert description of the activities of the review panel, such as examination of documentation, meetings with Signatory 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 monitoring team presents <insert the items covered in the report, which will probably include a description of the Signatory accreditation system, an overview of the visits that were observed, an assessment of the Signatory’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> 

The monitoring team concludes that <include a statement as to whether the standard of the graduates of accredited / recognised programs are substantially equivalent to graduates of other Accord signatories – see Section 6.5 – the statements both here and in Section 6.5 should be identical.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Purpose and Objectives

At the request of the <Signatory>, 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 <Signatory>  accreditation system.
1.2 Approach and Methodology

The monitoring review of <Signatory> 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 monitoring team comprised three (3) members:

· <Team Member Name>

Representing <Jurisdiction / Signatory>

· <Team Member Name>

Representing <Jurisdiction / Signatory>

· <Team Member Name>

Representing <Jurisdiction / Signatory>

The main activities of the monitoring 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 monitoring team observed the following protocols throughout the review process:

· The monitoring team were non-participatory observers.

· The monitoring 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 monitoring team divided to accompany <Signatory> program evaluators according to individual areas of specialization.

1.3 Scope of the Report

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

The <Signatory> Accreditation Signatory

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

1.4 Education System in <jurisdiction in which Signatory resides> 

<Insert information about primary, secondary, and post-secondary education in the Signatory 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 Signatory 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 <Signatory>
<Insert information about when and how the Signatory 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 Signatory publicizes its activities and outcomes>  
Accreditation Policies, Criteria, and Procedures

The basis for <Signatory> 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 <Signatory> system.  For complete details, reference should be made to the <Signatory> 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), Signatory obligations (i.e., selection of visiting team chair), describe guidance provided by the Signatory to HEIs, insert summary information about visit timing, reporting, decisions, periods of accreditation including maximum and interim periods, terminations of accreditation, appeals>  

<There should be explicit commentary about how the Signatory addresses marginal, difficult conditional actions, per 5.1.9 of the part C of the Rules and Procedures>
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 monitoring 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 Signatory 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 Signatory 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 Signatory 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 Signatory 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 Signatory 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 Signatory 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 Signatory 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 Signatory criteria was appropriate and whether prescribed procedures were thoroughly and fairly followed>
1.18 <Signatory> 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 monitoring team’s expectations>

Compliance with Stated Policies and Procedures
The monitoring review has been based its comments about <Signatory>’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 monitoring team provides observations and findings about <Signatory>’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 <Signatory> examination teams, and the <Signatory> 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 <Signatory> 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 Resolution of Previous Issues
<insert issues identified at the time of the previous monitoring / verification decision along with explanations about how the Signatory has addressed each; reference should be made to the prior Accord meeting minute>
3 Critique of Accreditation System and Suggestions for Improvement
In this section, the monitoring team provides a critique of the <Signatory> accreditation system.  

Instructions:  Each aspect of the system is critiqued, and statements of weakness or deficiency are described, if relevant.  

· Per Section 5.1.9 of the Rules and Procedures, A weakness indicates that the accreditation / recognition system is satisfactory but lacks the robustness that assures that the quality of the system not be compromised prior to the next general review.  A deficiency indicates that the processes, policies and procedures for granting accreditation / recognition to programmes have been examined and found not to be equivalent to comparable practices of other signatories that assess the quality of programmes.

· Stated or observed substantial changes to the accreditation / recognition criteria, policies or procedures of the system under review and the rationale for such change(s) are described as appropriate. 

3.1 Summary of Good Practices

<Monitoring team comments>
3.2 Accreditation System Critique
Governance and Operations

<Monitoring team comments> 
Policies and Criteria
<Monitoring team comments> 

Accreditation Procedures
<Monitoring team comments> 
Reporting of Outcomes
<Monitoring team comments> 
Recent and Planned Improvements

<Monitoring team comments> 
3.3 Contrasts Among Signatories

<Monitoring team comments about the main differences between the Signatory and the jurisdictions represented on the monitoring team> 

3.4 Concluding Remarks
Instructions:  Include a statement as to whether the standard of the graduates of accredited / recognised programs are substantially equivalent to graduates of other Accord signatories, which would normally be determined by:
· consideration by the reviewers as to whether they consider that the accreditation standard is substantially equivalent to those in their home jurisdictions, and

· a collective judgement by the monitoring team as a whole as to whether the accreditation standard is substantially equivalent to that of the Accord as illustrated by the exemplar graduate attributes of the relevant Accord.  
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