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IPENZ ENGINEERS NEW ZEALAND

Submission to International Engineering Meetings 14 -18 June 04 

Guidelines and Schedule for Systematic Monitoring and Verification of Signatories including Small Nations

1. Background

At the 2003 International Engineering Meetings (IEM) in Rotorua suggested guidelines for review were tabled.  These are attached as Appendix 1 for information.  These changes resulted from the experience of the review of Australian accreditations in 2002.  Due to an administrative oversight these were not voted on at that meeting but have been used in subsequent reviews and are incorporated in Appendix 4.

In 2003 and 2004 the accreditation practices in Japan, a provisional member of the Washington Accord(WA), were reviewed by a multinational WA team.  This was the first major review in a non English speaking country and further possible changes to the rules and procedures have been included in the draft report which is due to be completed in late 2004 and presented in early 2005 in time for the June 2005 IEM meeting.  Excerpts from that report dealing with the suggested possible changes are attached as Appendix 2 and consequential suggested guidelines and changes to the rules and procedures shown in Appendix 4.

Also at the 2003 meeting at Rotorua it was recognised that the standard review procedures would be likely to be ineffective and or prohibitively expensive for small nations where it would not prove possible to see accreditation visits at more than one university during any one visit.  IPENZ was given permission to trial different procedures for use by small nations.  The procedures proposed and rationale are given in Appendix 3 and the consequential suggested changes to the rules and procedures incorporated in Appendix 4.

2. The Purpose of this Paper 

This proposal draws together in one schedule the various proposed amendments and makes suggestions for additional modifications.  The suggested amendments are contained in Appendix 4.

Note that some sections are guidelines as it is felt that to elevate some useful suggestions to the status of firm rules and procedures implies an unintended rigidity of process with insufficient room for adjustment for individual circumstances.

3. Recommendation

That the workshop review and agree the recommendations given in Appendix 4 so that definitive rule changes can be developed and submitted for ratification at the next full meeting of the Accord in 2005.

Appendix1:

Suggested changes tabled in June 2003 at Rotorua

Sixth Biennial Meeting of the Washington Accord Signatories

June 2003 New Zealand

Guidelines and Schedule for Systematic Monitoring and Verification of Signatories

In accordance with the Rules and Procedures for Periodic Review agreed upon by the Washington Accord Signatories at its 28 October 1997 meeting, the following guidelines for monitoring visits are presented for consideration:  

The amendments from the original are in bold (note that these are the changes from the document which was originally discussed at that meeting)

1.
 Each signatory shall be visited every six years unless the occurrence of system changes impact accreditation criteria, process and procedures.  In such cases, signatories shall be expected to report such changes to the Secretariat and other signatories and be available to host a comprehensive review visit earlier if warranted.  (Item 1.1, Rules and Procedures)  

2.
The monitoring visit schedule shall be prepared by the Secretariat and approved by all signatories at each biennial meeting for the upcoming cycle.  

3.
 As stated under item 1.5 of Rules and Procedures, each signatory shall receive a visit notice from the Secretariat no less than six months prior to the intended date of the visit. 

4.
 To meet monitoring visit obligations, each signatory shall submit to the Secretariat annually a list of nominees (two per country) for the visiting team.  Visiting teams shall embody a range of expertise and shall include at least one academic and one industrial representative.  According to the Washington Accord Rules and Procedures, the Secretariat shall select at least three visitors for the visiting review team and at least two will physically take part in the visit. (Items 1.2 and 1.3, Rules and Procedures)   

5. In selecting visitors, signatories as well as the Secretariat shall be cognizant of any activities that may impede individuals from participating due to conflict of interest.  (Items 1.3 and 1.4, Rules and Procedures)

6. The chair of the review team shall be appointed by the Secretariat at the time of notification of the team composition.

7. This clause to be rewritten following discussion on small nations paper on 10Jun03.  Confirmation of substantial equivalency shall be based on visits of at least two institutions and disciplines undergoing evaluation.  In addition, at least one team member shall attend a meeting of the accreditation board or other body responsible for final accreditation actions.  

8. Design of a typical visit:

In order to make most efficient use of time and to ensure timely production of the report the following procedures should be adopted: 

a.
A copy of a previous review report will be made available to the review team. 

b.
The review team should meet one day prior to the first visit to review data, determine aspects to be examined in more detail, outline the report structure, allocate individual team member responsibilities and meet with the host signatory to obtain background information and clarify the accreditation systems and the visit programme. 

c.
The visit or visits accompanying the accreditation panels shall take place in accordance with the protocols in 9 below.

d.
A post-visit team meeting to structure the report and if possible prepare it in outline

9.
In general the protocols to be observed by the review team during the visit should be:

a.
The team should be non-participatory observers.

b.
The team should refrain from making comments on the procedures or outcomes during the visits and only comment to the accreditation panel when requested to do so, after visits have been concluded and the intended recommendations made known to the universities concerned.

c.
When necessary and in order to achieve complete coverage the team should split to accompany accreditation sub-panels according to the individual specialization of the team members.

d.
The team may participate in the discussions with students as their questions in these forums may assist the team to understand the educational culture and student perceptions.  This is judged to not unduly influence the accreditation process.

e.
A draft team report must be submitted to the accreditation agency being reviewed to ensure correctness as to matters of fact.

10. 
At the conclusion of a visit to a given signatory, the Review Team shall prepare a report with recommendations for the Secretariat that, in turn, shall be distributed to the other signatories.  The report shall be submitted no less than 120 days prior to the next biennial meeting of the Washington Accord signatories.

11.
The Final Report shall include:

a.
An executive summary outlining major system characteristics and citing recommended action with the appropriate action statement. (Items 1.7 a-c, Rules and Procedures)  

b.
An overall introduction to accreditation system under review and its standards

c.
Information on accreditation policies/procedures and criteria for the system under review, including a comprehensive analysis of how the accreditation process addresses marginal, difficult conditional actions

d.
A brief description of the educational institution and a listing of the programmes and results in order set the context for the review

e.
Information on the conformity of the system with its own published accreditation policies and procedures

f.
Indications of any stated or observed substantial change to the accreditation criteria, policies or procedures of the system under review and the rationale for the change

g.
Any  statement of weakness or deficiency. 

A weakness indicates that the accreditation 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 to engineering programs have been examined and found not to be equivalent to comparable practices of other signatories that assess the quality of engineering programs.  This action results in the reversal of full signatory's status to that of conditional.

h.
Recommended action to the Washington Accord signatories in accordance with Clause 1.7 of the Rules and Procedures

12. 
The Interim Review (IR) shall focus on the remedial actions taken by the signatory to address the deficiencies or weaknesses cited by the review team and shall be submitted to the Secretariat.  The review team that visited the signatory country shall review the interim review report, and the resulting recommended action shall be submitted in writing to the Secretariat.  A copy of such report shall be furnished to each signatory through the Secretariat for discussion and approval by all signatories. 

13.
REVOCATION OF SIGNATORY STATUS:  

a.
The revocation of signatory status shall not affect the recognition of graduates who have completed academic degrees the academic year preceding the termination date.  (Item 1.8, Rules and Procedures) 

b.
Upon revocation of full status, the subject signatory's "Lists of Accredited 
Programs" shall be annotated to indicate revocation.  

c.
 In the event the subject signatory does not appeal the revocation decision, 

 immediate assistance may be provided upon request by the subject signatory.  

d.
Any signatory whose status has been reverted to provisional shall have two years to provide evidence of substantive improvements and corrective actions.  Failure to do so will result in revocation of provisional status with right to appeal.   

14. 
APPEAL PROCESS:
a.
Appeals, requests for reconsiderations, and requests for revisits shall be         submitted, in writing, to the Secretariat within 60 days of receiving the               
 revocation notice.  

b.
Requests for reconsideration may be based on the grounds that the final action was inappropriate because of errors of facts or incomplete information.  

c.
As indicated under item 1.9 of Rules and Procedures, "the subject signatory may request an independent review within six months by an appeal panel which is established in the same manner, but has no membership in common with he original review team." 

d.
The appeal panel shall determine the procedures and criteria under which it operates.  (Item 1.9, Rules and Procedures)

e.
The full cost of any appeal activity, such as a revisit, shall be borne by the subject signatory.   

f.
Full signatory status will continue until the appeal process has been completed. 

g. The outcome of any appeal shall be binding on all signatories

h. The right to appeal may be exercised only once. 

15.
Final Actions, including resolution for termination of a signatory status, and the outcome of an appeal review shall require the two thirds vote of the signatories (not including the subject signatory).     

16.
Clause 1.7a of the Rules and Procedures to be amended as follows: delete “those from the other signatories” and replace with “the systems known to the review team”

PROPOSED MONITORING VISIT SCHEDULE

	Signatory
	Previous

Visit
	Action*


	Follow-Up Visit/Action


	Next Action

Notification

	Australia: IEAust
	1996
	GR
	2002
	2001

	Canada: CEAB/CCPE
	2000
	GR
	2006
	2005

	Hong Kong: HKIE
	1997
	GR
	2005
	2004

	Ireland: IEI
	N/A
	GR
	2004
	2003

	New Zealand: IPENZ
	1997
	GR
	   2005**
	2004

	South Africa: ECSA 
	1999
	GR
	2005
	2004

	United Kingdom: ENGC
	N/A
	GR
	2004
	2003

	United States: ABET
	2000
	GR
	2006
	2005


* GR=General Review; IR=Interim Review; AP=Appeal

** Interim Report in lieu of comprehensive visit to level the number of visits per year 

(previous revision  11.14.01) 

Appendix 2

 Excerpts from Report on The Review of Japan Accreditation Board for Engineering Education

The following extracts are from the unpublished draft report on the WA review of JABEE conducted over November 2003 and April 2004.  The full report will not be presented until early 2005., but the review team (Ross Peters(Canada, leader), Tom Rhyne (USA) and Basil Wakelin (NZ) felt that the observations on Washington Accord Procedures could add value to  the workshop discussion in June 2004.  

“Interactions With Visiting Teams During Observations

Given that the WA observers are present to observe the process of accreditation and not to assess the issues being reviewed by the accrediting team(s) being observed, the manner in which the observers interact with the visiting team(s) should be clearly defined by the WA.  During this observation the three team members elected to keep a very low profile, as explained earlier, and this was judged to be an effective approach to observation without participation.  Few, if any, questions were asked by the observers, and few remarks other than expressions of appreciation for the extended hospitality and cooperation were made by the WA chair.

Reimbursement Procedures

The reimbursement by JABEE for the direct expenses by the visitors was exemplary, including wire-transfers to the individual observers to cover airfare, cash repayment of local expenses such as bus fares, and coverage by JABEE of all hotel expenses.  Given that each WA observer during this visit was traveling under the auspices of his own country’s accreditation organization, however, it was some concern on the part of the observers regarding whether expenses and reimbursements should be handled through those organizations rather than directly with each observer.  This issue should be addressed within the WA and a policy established to direct both the observers and the organization being observed.

Instructions to the Local Team from Their National Accreditation Agency

The observers during this visit received little guidance from their own national accrediting agencies.  As a result, there was some concern as to whether they should judge the system being observed from a broad point of view (the “WA perspective”) or in relation to the policies and procedures specific to their own national accrediting systems.  The question, therefore, is what information should those observers provide to their own national organizations separately from this report, for example.  Some WA guidance regarding this issue would seem to be needed.

Review of Complete National Accreditation Process

Given that the accreditation process generally includes visits to programs in the fall of one year and a centralized decision-making meeting in the spring of the next year, proper observation of a country’s accreditation system requires observation of both such events, necessitating two trips to the candidate country.  Issues to be considered in this regard include: (1) should the entire observing team return for the decision-making meeting or only the chair, and (2) the observers and the accrediting agency being visited need to be informed from the beginning of the expenses and time associated with such a dual observation.  The members of the present observation team believe that in this case having the entire team return to Japan to observe JABEE’s decision-making meeting has been a key part of formulating the recommendations made in this report, and recommend that this approach be allowed for in future observations despite the added expenses and time commitments required. In the event that the reviewing team considers that a return visit by the whole team is not necessary it can then inform the host country.

Visit to Office of the Accrediting Agency being Observed

Given that one aspect of an observation is assessment of the efficiency and stability of the national agency administering the engineering accreditation process, each such observation should include a visit to the offices of that organization.

Procedures for Non-English speaking countries

Assuming that future WA observations will likely include more non-English speaking countries, the following comments are offered for such observations.

Translator Numbers and Procedures

The use of a single translator at each visited program was, in the opinion of the current observers, a very effective approach to providing information about the issues being addressed verbally during the observed sessions.  The selection of translators is an important issue, however.  The accreditation organization being observed should be responsible for that selection, but should be cautioned to select individuals who, in addition to having good language skills and a knowledge of the accreditation process, agree to hold a neutral position with regard to the observation process.

Multiple Program Evaluation

When multiple programs are to be observed at the same institution, the recommendation of the current observers is that they remain as a group with their translator, but that they time-share their participation among the multiple visiting teams.

Documents to be Translated in Advance

It should be the responsibility of the accrediting organization to be observed to provide English translations of the key parts of the pre-visit documents from each visit that is to be observed.  These documents need not be all of the non-English documentation, but should include sufficient information for the observers to become familiar with the observed institutions, programs, and visiting teams.  Where necessary, some additional translation may be requested during the observation, but that should be minimized.  The selection of documents translated by JABEE can be used as an indication of what needs to be done, since the current observation team felt that that selection was appropriate to the purposes of the observation.”

Appendix 3 

Washington Accord Reviews for Small Nations

Proposed IPENZ Process

A3.1 Introduction

The normal procedures for full members of the Washington Accord (WA) require a formal review visit every six years (for the purposes of discussion this is called Procedure A: Periodic Review).  At the June 2003 Washington Accord meeting it was agreed that IPENZ would trial an alternative review system more suitable for signatories who are small nations (Procedure B: Continuous Review).  

To support the international benchmarking of engineering programmes in a small national engineering education system IPENZ has always appointed accreditation panels that had some international representation generally academics.  IPENZ normally reviews all the engineering programmes at a single educational provider by means of a multi-panel visit team under the direction  of an experienced visit leader.  Each programme is reviewed by a two person panel comprising an academic and a person from industry.  In some cases where programmes have high degree of commonality the team may be enlarged or one team may review both programmes.  Thus in any one visit to a university with say four programmes to be accredited there would probably a total of eight visitors plus visit leader (who is always a senior and experienced person from industry)plus IPENZ support (generally the Director of Education and Learning) and include two or three overseas academics 

IPENZ suggests strengthening the protocol for the appointment of these international representatives and providing for additional monitoring and reporting duties by them on behalf of the Washington Accord as outlined below:

A3.2
Appointment of International Representatives

For each of not less than three accreditation visits to separate educational institutions within a five year period the country being reviewed will ensure a panel of international representatives forward a report to the Washington Accord Secretariat. The format of the report is outlined below.

International panel members fulfil a dual role, firstly as accreditation panel members and secondly as WA Reviewers.  As reviewers they will be expected to submit a combined WA Review Report to the WA Secretariat on the procedures and practices observed.

The WA Reviewers must reside in a jurisdiction that has WA signatory status and must be approved by the WA Signatory of their home jurisdiction.

The number of international accreditation panel members that make up the WA Review Team for any particular visit will consist of between one and three persons depending on the size of the full Accreditation Team.

A3.3
Accreditation Visits

Not less than three accreditation visits to separate institutions must be conducted over the five year period.

For example the proposed programme for New Zealand over the next five years is as follows:

2004
Massey University (two international representatives will form the WA Review Team)

2005
University of Auckland (three international representatives will form the WA Review Team)


University of Waikato (one international representative will form the WA Review Team)


UNITEC (one international representative will form the WA Team)

2006
University of Canterbury (three international representatives will form the WA ReviewTeam)

2007
Manukau Institute of Technology (one international representative will form the WA Review Team)

The WA reviewers will meet with at least the Chair of the Accreditation Board
 and advise of their findings

A3.4
Confirmation Process

If any of the WA signatories are concerned that the reports do not demonstrate satisfactory compliance they may notify the Secretariat prior to the end of the review period.  The WA Secretariat may then appoint an Overall Review Team (ORT) to prepare an overall report.  In this case the Secretariat will identify three international accreditation panel members who have contributed to three different WA Reports on the subject country.  The WA Secretariat will seek approval from the appropriate WA signatories for these reviewers to be members of the ORT.  The Overall Review Team should have representation from at least two WA signatories. 

The ORT will be presented with written documentation from the country being reviewed and be given a copy of all WA Review Reports in the period and may hold discussions with the leaders of any of the Review Teams.  It may, with the agreement of the subject country, observe an accreditation visit. 

The ORT will visit the national office of the country being reviewed and meet with that country’s Accreditation Board.

The Overall Review Team will prepare a report stating whether or not the accreditation system of the subject country meets the requirements of the Washington Accord.

If no objections to the interim reports are received by the secretariat the accreditation procedures and practices of the subject country shall be deemed to comply.

A3.5
Costs
The costs of the reviews shall be born by the subject country.

Appendix 4

Suggested Modifications to the Guidelines for Monitoring Visits

In accordance with the Rules and Procedures for Periodic Review agreed upon by the Washington Accord Signatories at its 28 October 1997 meeting, the following guidelines for monitoring visits are presented for consideration:  

1 Each signatory shall be subject to review every six year either by a single review visit (Procedure A: Periodic Review) or by ongoing assessment over the period by other Washington Accord members of accreditation panels (Procedure B: Continuous Review).

2 The type of procedure to be used for any individual country shall be determined and approved by all signatories prior to the commencement of the review period.

Procedure A: Periodic Review

3 Each signatory shall be visited every six years unless the occurrence of system changes impact accreditation criteria, process and procedures.  In such cases, signatories shall be expected to report such changes to the Secretariat and other signatories and be available to host a comprehensive review visit earlier if warranted.  (Item 1.1, Rules and Procedures)  

4 The monitoring visit schedule shall be prepared by the Secretariat and approved by all signatories at each biennial meeting for the upcoming cycle.  

5 As stated under item 1.5 of Rules and Procedures, each signatory shall receive a visit notice from the Secretariat no less than six months prior to the intended date of the visit. 

6 To meet monitoring visit obligations, each signatory shall submit to the Secretariat annually a list of nominees (two per country) for the visiting team.  Visiting teams shall embody a range of expertise and shall include at least one academic and one industrial representative.  According to the Washington Accord Rules and Procedures, the Secretariat shall select at least three visitors for the visiting review team and at least two will physically take part in the visit. (Items 1.2 and 1.3, Rules and Procedures)   

7 In selecting visitors, signatories as well as the Secretariat shall be cognisant of any activities that may impede individuals from participating due to conflict of interest.  (Items 1.3 and 1.4, Rules and Procedures)

8 The chair of the review team shall be appointed by the Secretariat at the time of notification of the team composition.

9 Normally confirmation of substantial equivalency shall be based on visits of at least two institutions including a total of at  least six programs undergoing evaluation.  In addition, at least one team member shall attend ameeting of the accreditation board or other body responsible for final accreditation actions.  In the case of Procedure B  the procedures given elsewhere shall be followed.

Design of a typical visit:

10 In order to make most efficient use of time and to ensure timely production of the report the following procedures should be adopted: 

a.
A copy of a previous review report will be made available to the review team. 

b.
The review team should meet one day prior to the first visit to review data, determine aspects to be examined in more detail, outline the report structure, allocate individual team member responsibilities and meet with the host signatory to obtain background information and clarify the accreditation systems and the visit programme. 

c.
The visit or visits accompanying the accreditation panels shall take place in accordance with the protocols below.

d.
A post-visit team meeting to structure the report and if possible prepare it in outline

e.
The review team should visit the office of the national agency administering the engineering accreditation process

f.
The review team should return to observe the decision making meeting of the accreditation agency unless the team determines that such a visit need not be made or made only by the team leader.

11 In general the protocols to be observed by the review team during the visit should be:

a.
The team should be non-participatory observers.

b.
The team should refrain from making comments on the procedures or outcomes during the visits and only comment to the accreditation panel when requested to do so, after visits have been concluded and the intended recommendations made known to the universities concerned.

c.
When necessary and in order to achieve complete coverage the team should split to accompany accreditation sub-panels according to the individual specialization of the team members.

d.
The team may participate in the discussions with students as their questions in these forums may assist the team to understand the educational culture and student perceptions.  This is judged to not unduly influence the accreditation process.

e.
A draft team report must be submitted to the accreditation agency being reviewed to ensure correctness as to matters of fact.

Procedures B: Continuous Review

12 For this procedure, review will be continuous for the first five years of a six year period, and then, if required, in the sixth year there may be confirmatory actions as described below.

13 International panel members fulfil a dual role, firstly as accreditation panel members and secondly as WA Reviewers.  As reviewers they will be expected to submit a combined WA Review Report to the WA Secretariat on the procedures and practices observed.

14 For each of not less than three accreditation visits to separate educational institutions within a five year period the country being reviewed will ensure a panel of international representatives forward a report to the Washington Accord Secretariat. The format of the report is outlined below.

15 For this procedure to be used the country under review shall ensure that a proportion of accreditation visit panel members but not less than two per visit shall be from other Washington Accord countries approved by the WA Secretariat for this purpose.  The WA Reviewers must reside in a jurisdiction that has WA signatory status and must be appointed or approved by the WA Signatory of their home jurisdiction.

16 The number of international accreditation panel members that make up the WA Review Team for any particular visit will consist of between one and three persons depending on the size of the full Accreditation Team.

17 Not less than three accreditation visits to separate institutions covering in total not less than six programs must be conducted over the five year period.

18 At least one of the review teams must, in the last two years of the period, meet with the accreditation agency and review the accreditation procedures with the agency.

19 At the end of the five year period, and at least fifteen months prior to the end of the six year period the secretariat will circulate all Review Reports from the previous five year period to all signatories.

20 If no objections to the acceptability of the Review Reports as sufficiently demonstrating equivalence are received by the secretariat twelve months prior to the end of the review period the accreditation procedures and practices of the subject country shall be deemed to comply and the review is complete.  The process will then restart in the next six year review period should Procedure B continue to apply.  

21 If any of the WA signatories are concerned that the Review Reports do not demonstrate satisfactory compliance they may notify the Secretariat at least nine months prior to the end of the review period.  The WA Secretariat shall then appoint an Overall Review Team (ORT) to prepare an overall report.  In this case the Secretariat will identify three international accreditation panel members who have contributed to three different WA Reports on the subject country.  The WA Secretariat will seek approval from the appropriate WA signatories for these reviewers to be members of the ORT.  The Overall Review Team should have representation from at least two WA signatories. 

22 The ORT will be presented with written documentation from the country being reviewed and be given a copy of all WA Interim Review Reports in the period and may hold discussions with the leaders of any of the Interim Review Teams.  It may, with the agreement of the subject country, observe an accreditation visit. 

23 The ORT will visit the national office of the country being reviewed and meet with that country’s Accreditation Board within the last year of the six year period to which the continuous review applies.

24 The Overall Review Team will prepare a report stating whether or not the accreditation system of the subject country meets the requirements of the Washington Accord.

General Protocols applying to both Procedures

25 Protocols to be observed for non English speaking countries:

a. English translations shall be provided of the key parts of the pre-visit documents for each visit that is to be observed and should include sufficient information for the observers to become familiar with the observed institutions, programs, and visiting teams.

b. For Procedure A: Periodic Review, a single translator at each visited program shall be provided.  The selection of translators is an important issue.  The accreditation organization being observed should be responsible for that selection, but should select individuals who, in addition to having good language skills and a knowledge of the accreditation process, agree to hold a neutral position with regard to the observation process

c. When multiple programs are to be observed at the same institution, it is recommended that the reviewers remain as a group with their translator, but that they time-share their participation among the multiple visiting teams

d. For Procedure B: Continuous Review, translators must be provided for each panel on which there is an international panellist.  .
26 At the conclusion of a visit to a given signatory, the Review Team shall prepare a report with recommendations for the Secretariat that, in turn, shall be distributed to the other signatories.  For Procedure A in all cases, and in Procedure B in cases when an Overall Review team was appointed, the report shall be submitted no less than 90 days prior to the next biennial meeting of the Washington Accord signatories.   

27 The Final Report shall include:

a.
An executive summary outlining major system characteristics and citing recommended action with the appropriate action statement. (Items 1.7 a-c, Rules and Procedures)  

b.
An overall introduction to accreditation system under review and its standards

c.
Information on accreditation policies/procedures and criteria for the system under review, including a comprehensive analysis of how the accreditation process addresses marginal, difficult conditional actions

d.
A brief description of the educational institution and a listing of the programmes and results in order set the context for the review

e.
Information on the conformity of the system with its own published accreditation policies and procedures

eIndications of any stated or observed substantial change to the accreditation criteria, policies or procedures of the system under review and the rationale for the change

f.
A statement as to whether the standard of the graduates of accredited programs are equivalent to graduates of other WA signatories.

g.
Any  statement of weakness or deficiency. 

A weakness indicates that the accreditation 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 to engineering programs have been examined and found not to be equivalent to comparable practices of other signatories that assess the quality of engineering programs.  This action results in the reversal of full signatory's status to that of conditional.

h.
Recommended action to the Washington Accord signatories in accordance with Clause 1.7 of the Rules and Procedures

28 Review reports may be not be communicated to any signatory except through the Secretariat except that the draft reports may be submitted by the reviewers to their home organisations for the purposes of quality assurance and advice.

. 

29 In Procedure B, the Overall Review Report shall additionally focus on the remedial actions taken by the signatory to address the deficiencies or weaknesses cited by the earlier Review teams and shall be submitted to the Secretariat.  

30 REVOCATION OF SIGNATORY STATUS:  

a.
The revocation of signatory status shall not affect the recognition of graduates who have completed academic degrees the academic year preceding the termination date.  (Item 1.8, Rules and Procedures) 

b.
Upon revocation of full status, the subject signatory's "Lists of Accredited Programs" shall be annotated to indicate revocation.  

c.
 In the event the subject signatory does not appeal the revocation decision, 

immediate assistance may be provided upon request by the subject signatory.  

d.
Any signatory whose status has been reverted to provisional shall have two years to provide evidence of substantive improvements and corrective actions.  Failure to do so will result in revocation of provisional status with right to appeal.   

31 APPEAL PROCESS:

a.
Appeals, requests for reconsiderations, and requests for revisits shall be submitted, in writing, to the Secretariat within 60 days of receiving the revocation notice.  

b.
Requests for reconsideration may be based on the grounds that the final action was inappropriate because of errors of facts or incomplete information.  

c.
As indicated under item 1.9 of Rules and Procedures, "the subject signatory may request an independent review within six months by an appeal panel which is established in the same manner, but has no membership in common with he original review team." 

d.
The appeal panel shall determine the procedures and criteria under which it operates.  (Item 1.9, Rules and Procedures)

e.
The full cost of any appeal activity, such as a revisit, shall be borne by the subject signatory.   

f.
Full signatory status will continue until the appeal process has been completed. 

i. The outcome of any appeal shall be binding on all signatories

j. The right to appeal may be exercised only once. 

32 Final Actions, including resolution for termination of a signatory status, and the outcome of an appeal review shall require the two thirds vote of the signatories (not including the subject signatory).     

33 Clause 1.7a of the to be Rules and Procedures amended as follows: delete “those from the other signatories” and replace with “the systems known to the review team”

Costs

34 The costs of the reviews shall be born by the subject country but for Washington Accord review panel members shall be limited to the payment of travel, accommodation and incidental expenses.  Such costs shall be reimbursed via the reviewers’ organisations or, with the agreement of the reviewers’ organisations, directly to the reviewers.  Arrangements shall be made by the host acting in agreement with the person travelling.  The cost basis shall be:

· Travel shall be economy class except that flights exceeding 8 hours duration or overnight shall be business class

· Accommodation shall be fully serviced 3 Star plus to 4 Star

� In the case of IPENZ this is the Chair of the Standards and Accreditation Board
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