DRAFT [FINAL] STATEMENT		SAMPLE-IV UNIVERSITY
Interim Visit Reviews
Instructions for Statements and Forms

Preparing Draft Report Materials

General
· Carefully review the RFE and respond to all listed programs in the interim review
· Carefully read the statements from the prior general review and any prior interim reviews; respond only to those shortcoming that remained unresolved following the prior review
· Use the current IV Sample Statement as a template
· Order individual program statements in alphabetical order by program name exactly as it appears on the RFE
· Follow the ABET style guide and file naming convention

Introduction and Discussion of Statement Construct
· Note in the title and header that this is the “DRAFT” report
· Remove the note at the top of the first page that reads “NOTE: The following sample statement includes components for both a DRAFT statement and a FINAL statement.  The due process statements are only included in a FINAL statement.”
· Edit the header and title to indicate a DRAFT report and the institution’s name exactly as it appears on the RFE
· Include in the first paragraph a listing of the reviewed programs in alphabetical order and using the names exactly as they appear on the RFE; update the “Sample-IV University” text to the institution’s name exactly as it appears on the RFE
· Select the appropriate second paragraph to reflect a draft report and edit to indicate whether or not the institution provided a seven-day response (see IV Sample Statement)
· Add a paragraph that describes the institution:
· The institutional context (private, land grant, state, etc.) and the administrative unit(s) that offer the engineering programs reviewed
· Include the following statistics for the college/administrative unit: current number of students, current number of faculty members, number of graduates in the academic year prior to the visit
· Add a paragraph that lists the support units reviewed found to be adequate; if the team finds that a support unit is not adequate, cite as a shortcoming under the appropriate criterion or policy
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK17][bookmark: _GoBack]Institutional strengths can be, but do not need to be, included.  As applicable, insert no more than two or three institutional strengths and observations; avoid copying claims from promotional material.




Program Statements
· Sub-title
· Use the program name exactly as it appears on the RFE, including the degree name acronym with or without periods and any mixture of capital and lower case letters, such as BS, B.Eng., etc.  If the RFE degree acronyms appear to be inconsistent such as in the use of periods, leave the apparent inconsistency in the statement and send an alert to the editing chain including the appropriate editing adjunct.  In all cases the editing adjunct will be responsible for resolving the issue.
· Note the program criteria used for the evaluation exactly as listed in the EAC Criteria, if there were no program criteria insert “No Applicable Program Criteria”
· Introduction
· The first sentence should include the program name exactly as it appears on the RFE, including the degree acronym; do not begin the first sentence with the name of the department.  Do not use the degree acronym (e.g. BS, B.Eng., etc.) after the first sentence of the introduction section. After the program name is used in the lead sentence as described above, only the word “program” will normally be used in subsequent text within that program statement.  When the program name needs to be used in the text, the full name as used in the lead sentence will be repeated.
· Include the following statistics: current number of students, current number of faculty members, number of graduates in the academic year prior to the visit
· Do not include a sentence in the program introduction related to the seven-day response
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK23]Program Strengths can be, but do not need to be, included.  If they are included:
· List no more than three strengths; strengths should clearly stand above the norm
· Use the strength construct: what was observed, what makes it stand above the norm, the positive impact on the program
· Program Shortcomings
· List first by shortcoming level (Deficiencies, Weaknesses, Concerns) and then by criterion, policy, or procedure
· Note that the shortcoming construct for interim visits is different than that used for general reviews
· In italics, provide a summary of findings as described in the final report from the previous review including evidence supplied during due-process and with supplemental information; be sure to use past tense 
· Provide a summary of evidence provided in the report and during the interim visit report that relates to the shortcoming including sufficient detail to support the new finding
· If a new shortcoming is identified during the interim visit, insert the shortcoming under the appropriate level (Deficiencies, Weaknesses, Concerns) in the appropriate order (by criterion, policy, or procedure).  No italics summary will be used.  Use the shortcoming construct:  cite verbatim the applicable language from the criterion, policy or procedure (without quotation marks); describe evidence observed; describe the negative impacts to the program.
· Add seven-day response bullets only for those shortcomings addressed in the seven-day response (see IV Sample Statement); note the status of the shortcoming following the seven-day response, but do not include “in anticipation of the next review” language in the draft report
· Program Observations
· No more than three observations; observations should not relate to the criteria

Program Audit Forms (E311)
· Gather individual program audit forms into a single file, listing programs in order alphabetically
· Delete the cover sheet from each PAF
· Update the “Seven-day Response” and “Draft Statement-Team Chair” columns to appropriately reflect shortcoming status at that point
· Double check that the institution and program names exactly match what is shown on the RFE form
· Do not change shortcoming statements included in the PAF

A302 Recommended Action Form
· Check the Engineering Accreditation Commission box
· If contact information on the RFE has changed, check the appropriate box
· Provide contact information for the institution in the second worksheet
· In the header section, enter the institution name exactly as listed on the RFE, the visit dates, and the appropriate NGR Cycle:
· For previously accredited programs, use the NGR cycle noted in the ABET on-line database of accredited programs
· For new programs reviewed at the same time as the Interim Visit, enter the NGR cycle noted in the ABET on-line database of accredited programs for other EAC accredited programs
· In the team chair/editor section, enter the team chair’s and editors’ names and enter the date that the draft report materials were sent to ABET Headquarters
· In the individual program section, enter the program names in alphabetical order and exactly as listed on the RFE, the four-letter acronym for the program criteria exactly as listed in the EAC Program Criteria Acronyms table, the degree (BS, MS, etc.) for each program, the program evaluators and their respective societies, and the accreditation actions recommended by the PEV and TC. Also enter the accreditation action resulting from the previous evaluation (IV) or “N” if the program is new
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK29]If a new program is being accredited, enter information into the “initial accreditation date” column based on the RFE, discussions with the dean, and verification that there were graduates from an accreditable program on the requested date.  The standard date is one year retroactive, i.e., 10/1/2014
· In the observer section, list the name and affiliation of any observers who shadowed team members during the visit


Preparing Final Report Materials

General
· Start with the “Draft to Institution” file that was disseminated from ABET Headquarters
· Do not delete or modify the “Draft to Institution” watermark
· Change the title and header to indicate this is the “FINAL” report
· Update language in the Introduction and Discussion of Statement Construct section to represent the final report (see IV Sample Statement)

Due-process Response
· For each shortcoming, add due-process response bullets (see IV Sample Statement)
· If the institution did not provide a due-process response for a shortcoming, add due-process bullets with the text “The program did not provide a response to this shortcoming”
· Note the status of the shortcoming following the due-process response, include “in anticipation of the next review” only for Weaknesses and Deficiencies that remain unresolved; if the program is new and has one or more deficiencies, do not include any “in anticipation of the next review” statements because there is no required review to follow 

Program Audit Forms (E311)
· Update the “Final Statement—Team Chair” column to appropriately reflect shortcoming status at that point
· Remove the tables containing the shortcoming statements for each program

A302 Recommended Action Form
· Add the accreditation actions recommended by the team chair; if PEVs were consulted regarding recommended action following due-process, include their recommended action also
· Enter the date due process information was received from the institution and the date the final report materials were sent to Editor 1
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK30]If needed (for new programs), revise the initial accreditation date in the appropriate column

Supplemental Information
· Do not delay preparation of a final report in anticipation of Supplemental Information;  Supplemental Information bullets must be added only at the EAC Summer Meeting
· If supplemental information is received from the institution after the final report is sent to Editor 1, notify ABET Headquarters and both editors
· Review the supplemental information, but do not make revisions to the final report files until the EAC Summer Meeting 



Completing Final Reports at the EAC Summer Meeting

General
· Do not download final report files from the on-line document management system unless changes are required
· Do not revise final report documents until after accreditation actions have been voted by the Commission
· If the final statement requires changes, only make revisions in the final report documents downloaded from the on-line document management system

Incorporating Changes into the Final Report
· Do not edit the final report document until after the Commission vote has been cast
· If no changes to the final report are required, simply select the “no changes required” button in the on-line document management system; do not download the file unless changes are required
· If changes to the final report are required following receipt of supplemental information or input from the panel reviews, insert the changes only in the download the file from the on-line document management system
· Edit due-process bullets to reflect changes recommended by the panels
· For each shortcoming for which supplemental information was received, add “Supplemental Information” response bullets and provide new shortcoming status bullets:
· Add supplemental information bullets following those for due-process only for shortcomings for which supplemental information was provided
· Only for shortcomings for which supplemental information was received, delete the “in anticipation of the next review” language from due-process bullets as needed
· Note the status of the shortcoming after considering the supplemental information; include “in anticipation of the next review” language only for Weaknesses and Deficiencies that remain unresolved; if the program is new and has one or more deficiencies, do not include any “in anticipation of the next review” statements
· Changes to text included in the Draft to Institution report are strongly discouraged and should be made only in extraordinary circumstances:
· If changes are editorial only (spelling, punctuation, etc.) or are errors of fact, make changes directly into the Draft to Institution language using track changes and include an editing comment briefly describing the need for each change
· If changes are substantive and alter the nature or tone of a shortcoming, consult with Editor 1 before inserting any change in the Draft to Institution document
· Do not make changes to the Draft to Institution report simply to change writing style
· Upload the edited final report file into the on-line document management system and select the “Editing Complete” button
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NOTE: The following sample statement includes components for both a DRAFT statement and a FINAL statement.  The due process statements are only included in a FINAL statement.


ABET
ENGINEERING ACCREDITATION COMMISSION

SAMPLE-IV UNIVERSITY
IV Town, VT

DRAFT [FINAL] STATEMENT
Visit Dates:  October 18-20, 2015
Accreditation Cycle Criteria: 2013-2014


Introduction and Discussion of Statement Construct
The Engineering Accreditation Commission (EAC) of ABET has evaluated the rocket engineering program at Sample-IV University relative to shortcomings identified during the 2013 general EAC review.
(This paragraph is used in the draft statement only.) The statement that follows consists of two parts:  the first addresses the institution and its overall engineering educational unit, and the second addresses the individual engineering program(s).  This draft statement reflects any corrections of factual errors provided by Sample-IV University in its seven-day response.  Additional information included with the seven-day response will be considered during due process.  (If no seven-day response, replace last two sentences with “The institution did not provide a seven-day response to correct any factual errors.”)
[bookmark: OLE_LINK68] (This paragraph is used in the final statement only.) This statement is the final summary of the EAC evaluation, at the institutional and engineering-program levels.  It includes information received during due process, along with information submitted with the seven-day response.  (If no seven-day response was provided, eliminate “along with information submitted with the seven-day response.”  If no due-process response was provided, eliminate “information received during due process, along with”.  If neither seven-day nor due-process responses provided, eliminate the entire sentence.)  This statement consists of two parts:  the first addresses the institution and its overall engineering educational unit, and the second addresses the individual engineering program(s).  It is constructed in a format that allows the reader to discern both the original visit findings and any subsequent progress made during due process.
A program’s accreditation action will be (use “is” in the final statement) based upon the findings summarized in this statement.  Actions will (omit “will” in the final statement) depend on the program’s range of compliance or non-compliance with the criteria.  This range can be construed from the following terminology:
Deficiency:  A deficiency indicates that a criterion, policy, or procedure is not satisfied. Therefore, the program is not in compliance with the criterion, policy, or procedure.
Weakness:  A weakness indicates that a program lacks the strength of compliance with a criterion, policy, or procedure to ensure that the quality of the program will not be compromised.  Therefore, remedial action is required to strengthen compliance with the criterion, policy, or procedure prior to the next review.
Concern:  A concern indicates that a program currently satisfies a criterion, policy, or procedure; however, the potential exists for the situation to change such that the criterion, policy, or procedure may not be satisfied.
Observation:  An observation is a comment or suggestion that does not relate directly to the current accreditation action but is offered to assist the institution in its continuing efforts to improve its programs.
Sample-IV University is a public, comprehensive state university comprised of seven colleges.  The College of Engineering offers three engineering programs.  The rocket engineering program was the only program evaluated during this interim visit.  The college has 297 students, 20 full-time faculty members, and six adjunct faculty members.  The college had 60 graduates in the 2014-15 academic year.  Faculty members are active in the scholarship of both teaching and research.  
The following units were reviewed and found to adequately support the engineering programs: library, registrar, and admissions.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK18]Institutional Strengths (Note: strengths can be, but do not need to be, included)
1.	The College of Engineering has exceptional computing facilities that are managed and maintained from within by the college's Office of Engineering Computing.  These facilities provide state-of-the-art hardware and software that enhance student learning and faculty and student research.  Graduates are able to enter the workforce with extensive computing experience, a quality desired by many employers.
2.	The Office of Student Services and Career Development is highly successful in placing the graduates of the College of Engineering.  Important services provided by this office include career counseling, workshops on interviewing readiness, and training in study skills.  The office uses JOBTRAK to assist with referrals and job placement.  These activities help the individual engineering programs achieve their objectives in the successful job placement of their graduates.
3.	The institution recruits high-caliber students and is successful in helping these students sustain high levels of achievement, an objective cited by all of the engineering programs.  Sample University ranks high nationally in the number of its students who receive prestigious scholarships and fellowships (Rhodes, Goldwater, NSF, and others).  The success of these students enhances the academic reputation of the institutions and the programs in which these students studied.



Rocket Engineering
BS Program

No Applicable Program Criteria

Introduction
The rocket engineering BS program is housed in the Department of Aerospace Engineering.  The program has 85 undergraduates, five faculty members and had 15 graduates in the 2014-15 academic year.  With positive results after a recent enrollment campaign, the program anticipates growth in the future. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK72]Program Strengths (Note: strengths can be, but do not need to be, included)
1.	The program has a large endowment that provides discretionary funds for curriculum and research development both for department faculty members and for visiting scholars.  A portion of this endowment has been used to support the Research Program for Undergraduates through the purchase of research equipment and for financial support of the student and faculty participants.  This endowment has contributed to student participation in research.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK19]Program Weaknesses
1.	Criterion 1.  Students  The previous review cited that the program lacked strength of compliance related to student advising related to curricular advising and advisor accessibility.  A transcript review showed that courses were often taken out of sequence and, in a few cases; a required course was not taken.  These curricular variances were attributed to inadequate communication between the advisors and students.
Advising support is now provided by five full-time faculty members, and the program has recently hired a professional advisor to improve the accessibility and operation of student advising.  Transcript analysis showed that students took all prerequisite courses in the appropriate order.  In addition, survey results showed that students find advisors readily accessible and advising communications helpful.
The weakness is resolved.
2.	Criterion 2.  Program Educational Objectives  The previous review noted that the program had published program educational objectives that were based on the input of the program constituencies.  However, the program’s process of periodic review of these objectives did not involve constituencies other than current faculty members.
During the campus visit, the program director described a revised process that will, once executed, include all constituencies in the program educational objective review process.  However, the revised process has not yet been implemented.
· Seven-day response: The EAC acknowledges documentation that a meeting of representatives from each of the program’s constituencies has been scheduled.
The weakness remains unresolved.
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of a report describing results from the latest program educational objectives review.  Representatives from all constituencies were involved in the review that resulted in revision of one of the objectives.  
The weakness is resolved.
3.	Criterion 4.  Continuous Improvement  The previous review identified the absence of documented assessment results for several of the (a) through (k) outcomes, specifically for the outcomes pertaining to lifelong learning, contemporary issues, and professional and ethical responsibility.  Although student grades in the Introduction to the Profession course were claimed as documentation and measurement of these outcomes, no clear links between the student grades and the individual outcomes were established.  No evidence was available that student grades used in this manner were an effective tool for identifying areas for improvement.
The program has implemented an evaluation process in which student reports and presentations in two courses are scored for attributes demonstrating lifelong-learning skills, understanding of professional and ethical responsibility, and knowledge of contemporary issues. Faculty members and an industrial advisor do the scoring.  The program has established a baseline for expectations on student performance in future evaluations.
The weakness is resolved.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK73]4.	Criterion 5.  Curriculum  The previous review cited that the major design experience was not clearly based on knowledge and skills acquired in earlier course work.  Therefore, the students may not have been adequately prepared for professional practice.  Due-process information provided by the institution demonstrated that the program had developed strengthened guidelines for the major design experience to more thoroughly incorporate knowledge and skills from prior course work.  However, the program did not provide evidence that these changes had been implemented.  The program therefore lacked strength of compliance with this criterion. 
Review of student work on the major design projects provided evidence that students are incorporating knowledge and skills from earlier course work.  However, the major design projects did not consistently incorporate appropriate engineering standards and multiple realistic constraints. Without adequate experience in application of design constraints and engineering standards, students in the program may not be adequately prepared for engineering practice. The program therefore lacks strength of compliance with this criterion.
· The weakness remains unresolved.
· Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges documentation indicating that major design project guidelines have been revised to incorporate appropriate engineering standards and multiple realistic constraints.  However, the program did not provide evidence that these changes have been implemented.  The EAC also acknowledges plans to expand the major design project to a two-term course sequence which will allow students to address design activities in greater detail.
The weakness remains unresolved and will be the focus of the next review.  In preparation for this review, EAC anticipates documentation that will demonstrate incorporation of appropriate engineering standards and multiple realistic constraints in the major design experience.
Program Concerns
1.	Criterion 6.  Faculty  This criterion requires that there be sufficient faculty to accommodate adequate levels of student-faculty interaction.  The program has several adjunct faculty members who participate in teaching the culminating major design course. Students commented that they valued the contributions that these faculty members made to the course but found it difficult to contact them outside of class for questions.  Lack of access to the adjunct faculty members outside the classroom has the potential to impact the adequacy of the program’s level of interaction with its students.  Thus, future compliance with this criterion may be jeopardized.
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges documentation that the program chairperson has reserved a small office for off-campus adjunct faculty members that will be used for scheduled office hours.  The office will be open from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.  Adjunct faculty members will be requested to schedule at least two office hours per week.  It was not clear from documentation provided that adjunct faculty established office hours as requested.
The concern remains unresolved.
2.  Criterion 7.  Facilities  The previous review cited the cramped conditions of the rocket engine lab.  The lab appeared to be safe with all state and federally required safety devices in place.  However, the space itself was not conducive to good teaching.  With anticipated growth in the program, this space may not be suitable for future classes.
Inspections of the space during the visit revealed that one wall had been moved back a few feet to make more room for students to view experiments with the rocket engines.  However, the space is still quite cramped and not all students can see the experiments clearly.
· The concern remains unresolved.
· Due-process response: The program did not respond to this concern.
· The concern remains unresolved. 
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