FOREWORD

This Handbook For Accreditors, gives a detailed description of the guides or procedures intended to help the Accreditors in an actual on-site visit.  It should be treated as suggestive guidelines, rather than view it as a book of prescriptions.

The criteria and guidelines adopted in this handbook lend themselves to a predominantly quantitative evaluation.  It is conceived, as is the standard practice of quality assurance or accreditation systems around the world, that the qualitative aspects will be covered in the subsequent stages of accreditation.

The system of awarding an accreditation status is a multi-level one rather than a “yes” or “no” scheme, (accredited or not accredited).  A threshold number of points  is set to qualify for an accredited status which can be awarded a Level I, II or III status, depending on the number of points earned by the program.

It is hoped that this handbook would prove useful to the Accreditor as he gets engaged in the details of assessing a program, and also to the host institution whose programs would be subjected to assessment, as it prepares itself for a visit by external assessors of 4-5 members in a period of 2-3 days.

Guidelines in Conducting an External On-Site Survey Visit

Five major activities should precede the actual on-site visit.  These are:

· the filing by an interested SUC of an application with AACCUP requesting for a visit by external Accreditors.

· the sealing of an agreement to conduct the survey visit through a Memorandum of Agreement by AACCUP and the host institution.

· submission to AACCUP of a Program Performance Profile.

· identification and invitation of the Team of Accreditors.

· conduct of a self-survey by the SUC.

(For a detailed presentation of these and other activities, refer to AACCUP Manual on Accreditation, Part 3 – Procedures: Activities Before the Accreditation Visit).

Suggested Guides to the Accreditors

This portion provides some suggestions to the Accreditors in carrying out activities and the procedures to be followed by them in performing their roles during an external on-site survey visit.

1. Accreditation activities usually peak during the actual on-site visit by a Team of four to five accreditors, for a period of two to three days.  

2. The major activities in an accreditation survey visit include the following:

2.1. Assembly (arrival) and billeting of the team of accreditors.

2.2. Organizing the Team; identifying roles and assignments

2.3. Review of the Program Performance Profile

2.4. Prepare and finalize Survey Visit Schedule

2.5. Courtesy call on the Head of the Institution.

2.6. Opening Program.

2.7. Meeting of the Team of accreditors and their local institution counterparts.

2.8. Gathering/validating data or information.

2.9. Team meetings

2.10. Preparing the individual accreditors’ evaluation report.

2.11. Arriving at a decision on the team report

2.12. Preparing the team report

2.13. Exit conference

2.14. Closing program

3. The two-three-day accreditation visit effectively starts in day-o, i.e., late afternoon, a day before the visit proper.  Upon arrival of the Accreditors who come from various points in the country, they are:

3.1. Received and billeted at the institution’s guest house, or at a nearby hotel, and are briefed on simple details, like, the program of activities on the next day, time and place for breakfast, escorts to lead the team to the venue of the courtesy call and opening program, etc.

3.2. The team holds its first meeting for two very important purposes.  The first item in its agenda is the organization of the team.

Tips in organizing:

3.2.1. Define the responsibilities of the overall coordinator/team leader.  He shall

· coordinate the activities of the Members;

· call/preside over meetings;

· liaise with his counterpart in the host institution;

· attend to the needs (like, working space, accommodation, facilities to ensure mobility, etc.) of the accreditors to facilitate their work;

· act as back-up accreditor to all his colleagues;

· introduce the members during courtesy call, opening and closing programs;

· give the message, on behalf of the team/cluster, when occasions call for it; and

· consolidate and submit the Team Report.

3.2.2. Define the responsibilities of each member.  

In performing his assignments as accreditor, he is advised to:

· be well-prepared by being familiar with the contents of the Program Performance Profile;

· make a thorough assessment;

· be objective and fair in giving ratings;

· prepare a well-studied, analyzed, and well-written summary of findings and recommendations;

· always act professionally

· be a good team player.

3.2.3. Tips in holding meetings 

· set goals and objectives,

· plan the work of the team,

· coordinate work,

· find and solve problems to continuously improve,

· give each other feedback,

· build relationships,

· learn team skills,

· evaluate the meetings in order to improve them, and

· evaluate results achieved.

3.2.4. Thus, in the first Team meeting, decisions have to be made on:

· the role of all the Team leaders and the Members;

· the specific assignment of each;

· the schedule of meetings, interviews, observations, visit to projects, etc.; and

· working procedures

3.3. The second, and the more important purpose of the first Team meeting, is the review of the Program Performance Profile.  This will be the first assessment of the report by the whole team membership as the initial review was done individually by each member before the on-site visit. In this meeting the team shall:

· give its collective assessment of the Report identifying areas of agreement and divergence;

· make a survey of the ratings made by individual members on the benchmark statement in the instrument, and register the findings on the strengths, areas needing improvement and recommendations of the program.

· Determine extent of compliance with the Team Recommendations made during last survey visit.

· agree on what aspects of the Program Performance Profile need validation, and/or what additional data or information to gather.

4. Day 1 of the on-site survey visit will be composed of the following activities:

4.1. Courtesy call on the Head of the Institution at 8:00 a. m. lasting for about 10 minutes.  It is suggested that during this call:

· the coordinator/leader introduces the members; and that

· the accreditors wear appropriate attire; corporate or semi-formal.

4.2. A short Opening Program of about 45 minutes which;

· may be extended by another 45 minutes, if the institution wants to showcase its cultural activities; and which

· will be attended by the constituents of the institution especially the officials, faculty, and students;

The over-all coordinator will give an orientation on the accreditation process, and the schedule of activities to be conducted during the on-site visit

4.3. A short assembly attended jointly by all the accreditors and the host officials, faculty and members of the task forces will take place after the opening program preferably to be held at the accreditation center, if it is spacious enough to accommodate the group.  The occasion will be held to:

· provide a brief general orientation about the whole institution by the Chairman, Internal Assessment Team or any official of the SUC;

· visit the campus, physical facilities, laboratories, library, etc.;

· agree on schedules; and

· meet the local counterparts of the accreditors.

4.4. Gather additional data/information or validate those already collected by:

· reviewing the files in the accreditation center;

· conducting interviews with concerned students, faculty, alumni, officials, and other stakeholders;

Tips in interviews:

· Prepare yourself for the interview. Your preparation is largely dependent on whom to interview.

· Know your purpose, which may be one of the following:

· data gathering,

· validation/confirmation, or

· seeking opinions, getting feedback, etc.

· an interview guide has to be prepared depending on your objective in conducting the interview.

· During the interview proper:

· Establish rapport by introducing yourself properly, and informing the interviewee the reason for the interview.

· Stay focused.  Manage your time well.

· Avoid asking leading questions.

· Do not argue with the interviewee.  Listen more.

· Take down notes unobstrusively, if possible.

· Watch your body language and that of your interviewee.

· If it is a group interview:

· avoid monopolizing the interview;

· support and follow up questions asked by other members of the team;

· pay attention and listen; and

· observe turn-taking rules.

· Do not make verbal commendations, affirmations or recommendations during the interview.  Only the writer recommendations in the final report will be recognized.

· In closing, express your gratitude and appreciation for the effort, time, etc. of your interviewee.

· visiting physical facilities such as: canteens, offices, sports and recreation centers, clinic, etc.

· visiting research and extension sites and other special projects;

· observing classes and the operation of the library, laboratories and shops; student activities, faculty meetings; and

· holding individual or group conferences.

4.5. Use the survey instrument, standards and benchmark statement; do not use your institution as the standard.

4.6. The 2nd team meeting will be held in the evening of the first day which will be presided over by the Coordinator/Leader.

· This meeting will be held for the following:

· comparison of notes related to the individual findings particularly on the strengths and weaknesses of the program/s;

· arriving at a consensus on the emerging content of the Report;

· identification of lacking data/information;

· validation of individually-gathered data/information; and

· present problems that impede the smooth flow of the accreditation process.

· Be swift, systematic and orderly to avoid prolonged and uninteresting discussions, and

· Summarize the first-day activities

5. Day 2 will be devoted to primarily continue the gathering/validation of data/information, analysis, and making the decision to award or not to award an accredited status to the program being assessed.  Specifically, this day will be utilized for the following activities.

5.1. Continue gathering/validating of data 

5.2. Accreditors prepare their individual reports to be presented to the team during its meeting in the later part of the day.  The individual reports are prepared by undergoing the following process:

· consolidation and validation of the data/information;

· analysis of the data/information;

· rating the individual benchmark statements (elements).

· computing the section and area means (tentative)

· identifying the strengths, areas needing improvement, and making recommendations.

5.3. The system of evaluation has the following features:

· The program is evaluated on the ten areas which contain specific indicators, and sub-indicators.

· Based on the pieces of evidence gathered from various sources, the rating process involves two steps:

· Establishing the existence of the required provisions

· Rating an existing provisions according to its adequacy, functional effectiveness, or both.

· The rating adopts a 5-point rating scale, with 5 being the highest and 1, being the lowest.

· Each of the ten areas are assigned weighted points, against which the program must earn points to be awarded to each criterion.  The total weighted points is 50.

· The Accreditor is advised to follow the detailed procedures in Appendix A – “The Rating System”.

5.4. The evaluation of the whole Program will be criteria-based.  

The instruction on how to use the Instrument are described in detail in Appendix B – “The Accreditation Survey Instrument”.  The Accreditors shall use the Accreditation Instrument as their tool in the evaluation.  

5.5. The most critical activity is the team meeting to make the decisions to compose the team report.  Ordinarily, the Team Report is produced through this process.

· the team leader or cluster coordinator presides over the meeting;

· the ratings and other decisions are discussed and decided area by area.

· The Team adopts a consensus in all ratings, comments, findings and recommendations, and the final decision to award, or not to award accredited status.  In short, the Team report is owned and produced by the whole membership; it is not just the report of individual Accreditors put together to form the Team Report.

· The individual Accreditors revise their reports on their respective assignments to follow the team decision.

· The Team Leader consolidates the Report, re-writes it, and submits the final Team Report to the AACCUP within two weeks after the survey visit.

5.6. The final Team Report must include the following:

· A transmittal letter signed by all the Members

· A program resume including:

· the title of the program assessed and its components/majors (if any);

· the college/department/institution which offers the program;

· address;

· brief history including the legal basis and date of opening of the program and its special distinctions or awards earned;

· the Summary of Ratings: weighted and earned;

· the Team’s recommendation on the accreditation status to be awarded;

· the Summary of Findings and Recommendations; and

· the accomplished master survey instrument

· appendices

Tips for good report writing:

· Ask yourself the following questions:

· Is the report evaluative?

· Is the message clear?

· Are the statements supported by evidence?

· Show consistency of findings and ratings.

· Make recommendations that are suggestive rather than prescriptive.

· Do write the report as precisely and  concisely as possible.

· Do avoid grammatical errors throughout the report.

· Use simple English language.  Long sentences should be avoided.

· Avoid the use of high sounding words.

6. Day 3 is devoted to the finalization of the report, consultation with the officials and faculty of the host institution, and finally celebrating the end of a very professionally conducted 2-3-day evaluation.

6.1. The exit conference may be the first major activity of the day.  It should be guided by the following:

· It should be attended by the university/college officials and the faculty, staff, and student leaders of the institution, and the Accreditors.

· The purposes of the exit conference are to:

· Present and validate findings,

· check the accuracy of factual information/data, and

· secure feedbacks.

· It must be conducted in a professional manner as in any academic discussion.  There is no need to argue or debate. If there are differences, these can be resolved by presenting evidence.

· It must be moderated by the Cluster Coordinator or Team Leader, who must call on each of the accreditors, to present his summary of findings and recommendations.

· The Team decision, particularly on the award or not to award accreditation status, must not be presented in the exit conference inasmuch as it will still be subject to technical review and approval by the AACCUP Board of Directors.

6.2. The Team should meet again after the exit conference to affirm the Report, or to make revisions, if necessary.

6.3. At this point, before the closing the program, it must be ascertained that all obligations are cleared, including, but not necessarily limited to the following:

· reimbursement of travel expenses of all accreditors;

· payment of honoraria;

· issuance of certificates of appearance and recognition; and

· return of all materials particularly those borrowed from the accreditation center.

6.4. The closing program will formally cap the end of, just as the opening program formally started, the 2-3-day external visit.  These are some guidelines in holding this final activity.

· The closing program shall be attended by the same constituents who were invited in the opening program plus any other concerned or interested individuals or groups from the community;

· It must be brief lasting not longer than one hour;

· All the Accreditors must attend the closing program, but there should be only one representative from the Accreditors’ group, possibly the Cluster Coordinator, who will give a “talk”.  He will confine his message to the following subjects:

· present general impressions on the program and the institution;

· commend all the good work in the preparation and management of the accreditation visit, and the participation of all who contributed to the activity;

· inform that the final decision will be formally communicated to the institution in two to three months time inasmuch as the report will still be reviewed by AACCUP and approved by the Board of Directors.

· extend his word-of-thanks to the administration, faculty, officials, students, etc. who have played key roles in the visit; and

· in behalf of AACCUP, congratulate and thank the Accreditors for their good work, participation and cooperation, and professional behavior. 

APPENDICES


Appendix A

The System of Evaluation

1. The tool used in the evaluation of the whole program is the Accreditation Instrument.  The bases of evaluation are the seven Criteria, which are reflected in the instrument, as:

Criterion 1.  Governance and Management

Criterion 2.  Teaching and Learning

Criterion 3.  Faculty

Criterion 4.  Research and Development

Criterion 5.  Extension, Consultancy and Linkages

Criterion 6.  Resources

Criterion 7.  Support to Students

2. Each of the seven Criteria contains more specific parameters which are called Indicators in the APACC accreditation and certification system.  The Indicators contain one or more sub-indicators, herein called Elements.  Thus, in this scheme, we have:

I. Criterion

A. Indicators

1. Elements
which actually are generally called standards at different levels of specificity.

3. The Assessors will initially make their own individual evaluation of the Program based on the Self-Study Report.  The final assessment will be made only after validating the Self-Study Report data/information, and gathering additional or missing information by actually conducting interviews, reviewing documents, making observations, and conducting conferences during the on-site survey visit.

The rating system to be used adopts a scoring level of 0%, 75%, 85% and 95% which will be used against each Indicator.  In this scoring, the threshold rating is 70% in which 71%-100% is a passing mark, and 70% or below is non-passing.  The passing percentage marks are the mid-point values, i.e.

	75%
	-
	71-80% compliant

	85%
	-
	81-90% compliant

	95%
	-
	91-100% compliant

	0%
	-
	0-70% compliant


Where an Indicator includes multiple Elements, the Assessor will consider the number of Elements within each Indicator that must be met to achieve one of the possible rating levels on that Indicator.

Example:

	Indicator A- Administrative Structure and Bodies
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	40
	
	34

	
	
	
	

	1. Is the Governing Body/Board or responsible officials supportive of the technician education program?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Is there a clear organizational structure where the functions of each administrative unit are clearly defined?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Are there Academic Committees or bodies that assist the Dean/Department Chairman/Head in deciding academic matters, like, curriculum, grading system, supervision of teaching, etc?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Are there Administrative Committees or bodies that help in making decisions designed to support the technical and vocational education program?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	85%
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(meets less than 2 of above elements)
	(Meets 2 of above elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(Meets all of above elements)


In this example, assuming that Elements 1, 2 and 3 are met, Indicator A gets a rating of 85%.

4. The overall Rating of the Program will numerically form a total of weighted 1000 points which are distributed to the seven Criteria in the following scheme:

	Criteria
	Weighted Points

	Governance and Management
	100

	Teaching and Learning
	300

	Faculty
	200

	Research and Development
	50

	Extension, Consultancy and Linkages
	50

	Resources
	200

	Support to Students
	100

	Total
	1000


The weighted points assigned to each Criterion, (Example: Criterion I – Governance and Management – 100) are further sub-divided among the Indicators within the Criterion (Example: Under Criterion I, Indicator A – Administrative Structure and Bodies, is assigned 40 points out of the 100).

5. The rating system will follow this procedure.

5.1. The points to be awarded to each Indicator will be computed by multiplying the rating earned by the weight given to the particular Indicator.  In the example above, since Indicator A is assigned a weightage of 40 and its rating is 85%, multiplying the two figures  gives a product of 34, the awarded points for Indicator A.

5.2. The points to be awarded to each Criterion is computed by getting the sum of the Awarded Points of all its indicators.  In this case, the total points awarded to Criterion I is 79.

Example: (Partly hypothetical)

Criterion I.  Governance and Management

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Earned Points

	A. Administrative Structure and Bodies
	40
	34

	
	
	

	B. Qualification of Administrative Staff
	20
	15

	
	
	

	C. Management Systems and Procedures
	40
	30

	
	
	

	Total
	100
	79


5.3. To complete the overall score (Points Awarded), prepare the Summary of Points of all the Criteria.

Example: (Hypothetical)

	Criteria
	Weighted Points
	Awarded Points

	I. Governance and Management
	100
	79

	II. Teaching and Learning
	300
	225

	III. Faculty
	200
	150

	IV. Research and Development
	50
	47

	V. Extension, Consultancy and Linkages
	50
	37

	VI. Resources
	200
	150

	VII. Support to Students
	100
	75

	Total
	1,000
	763


6. The total number of points (763) will now be used to determine what accreditation status to award.  The cut-off figure is 701 points.  Any program that is awarded 701 points or higher gets an accredited status, and those with 700 or less land to ”not accredited” status.

The accredited programs are then classified into three levels, viz

	Level
	Total Points
	Status Awarded

	I
	701-800
	Accredited for two years.  Barely meets threshold of the standards with deficiencies which can be improved within a period of two years.



	II
	801-900
	Accredited for three years.  Meets standards substantially above the threshold with minor deficiencies which can be improved within a period of one to two years.



	III
	901-1000
	Accredited for four years.  Meets standards substantially way above the threshold with minor deficiencies which can be improved within a period of six months to one year.


In this example, the Program qualifies to be awarded a Level I Accredited status effective for a period of two years.

7. Indicators of Quality.  The award of accreditation status as presented above is based on quantitative measures.  To capture the qualitative flavor of the Program being assessed, certain indicators shall be assessed, but this portion of the assessment will not be rated, and thus, it will not be given weightage, nor will it  gain points, at thus stage of APACC accreditation

8. These indicators of quality will be reported as either Commendations, Affirmations or Recommendations
8.1. Commendations are expressions of the demonstrated strengths of the Program, e.g., it excels in providing adequately certain inputs as in excellent internet system in the library; a well-funded scholarship program, etc.  It may also be in the form of healthy practices that are proven to be doing well as in a curriculum being regularly reviewed every two years, with the wide participation of industry, students, faculty, parents, alumni and other stakeholders.  It may also be a commendation to give credit to a special achievement, like, winning in skills Olympics.

8.2. Affirmations.  These are acknowledgements of adequacy of certain inputs or provisions, healthy practices being adopted, or promising or potential achievements, but have yet to be proven or demonstrated to be successful, to deserve a Commendation.

8.3. Recommendations.  These are suggested measures to address or improve certain identifiable elements of weakness, e. g., important tools are missing or not operational, obsolete syllabi; centralized decision-making, etc.

Appendix B

INSTRUCTIONS TO ASSESSORS

The following describes the procedure on how to use the attached Accreditation Instrument which is the tool to be used in the evaluation of the Technical Education and Vocational Training Programs.  The bases of evaluation are the seven Criteria, which are contained in the Accreditation Instrument, viz:

1. Governance and Management

2. Teaching and Learning

3. Faculty

4. Research and Development

5. Extension, Consultancy and Linkages

6. Resources

7. Support to Students

Each of the seven Criteria contains more specific parameters which are called “Indicators”.  These Indicators contain one or more sub-indicators, herein termed as “Elements”.  Thus, in this scheme, the standards at different levels of specificity, are organized as:

I. Criterion

A. Indicators

1. Elements

There are two stages in making the evaluation using the Accreditation Instrument.   

Stage I.  Evaluate the Self-Survey Report.  The Assessor will make their own individual evaluation based on the Self-Study Report.

Before getting involved in the computations, the Assessor should know the parameters in the evaluation, which are the following:

1. The overall rating (points) of the program form a total of 1000 points which are distributed among the seven Criteria, as follows:

	Criteria
	Weighted Points

	a. Governance and Management
	100

	b. Teaching and Learning
	300

	c. Faculty
	200

	d. Research and Development
	50

	e. Extension, Consultancy and Linkages
	50

	f. Resources
	200

	g. Support to Students
	100

	
	


2. The weighted points assigned to each Criterion (Example: Criterion II – Governance and Management – 100) are further distributed among the Indicators within the Criterion (Example: Under Criterion I, Indicator A – Administrative Structure and Bodies, is assigned 40 points out of 100).

3. The rating system adopts a scoring level of 0%, 75%, 85% and 95% which will be used against each Indicator.

4. In this scoring, the threshold rating is 70% in which 70-100% is a passing mark, and 70% or lower is non-passing.  The passing percentage marks are the mid-point values, i. e.,

	75%
	71-80% compliance

	85%
	81-90% compliance

	95%
	91-100% compliance


5. The rating of the non-passing mark of 0-70% is zero.

6. Where an Indicator includes multiple Elements, the Assessor must consider the number of Elements within each Indicator that must be met to achieve one of the possible rating levels on that Indicator.

Example:

	Indicator A- Administrative Structure and Bodies
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	40
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is the Governing Body/Board, or are responsible officials supportive of the technician education and vocational training program?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Is there a clear organizational structure where the functions of each administrative unit are clearly defined?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Are there Academic Committees or bodies that assist the Dean/Department Chairman/Head in deciding academic matters, like, curriculum, grading system, supervision of teaching, etc?
	
	
	


	
	
	
	

	4. Are there Administrative Committees or bodies that help in decisions designed to support the TEVT program?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets less than 2 of above elements) 
	(Meets 2 of above elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(Meets all of above elements)


In this example, assuming that 3 elements are met, Indicator A gets a rating of 85%.  

The rating system will then follow these procedures:

1. The points to be awarded to each Indicator is computed by multiplying the rating earned by the weight given to the particular Indicator.  In the example above, since Indicator A is assigned a weightage of 40 and its rating is 85%, multiplying the two figures gives a product of 34, the points to be awarded to Indicator A.

2. The points to be awarded to each Criterion is computed by getting the sum of the Awarded Points of  all the indicators.  In the following example, the total points awarded to Criterion I is 79.

Example: (partly hypothetical)

Criterion I.  Governance and Management

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Earned Points

	A. Administrative Structure and Bodies
	40
	34

	
	
	

	B. Qualification of Administrative Staff
	20
	15

	
	
	

	C. Management Systems and Procedures
	40
	30

	
	
	

	Total
	100
	79


3. To compute the overall score (Points Awarded), prepare the Summary of Points of all the Criteria.

Example: Summary of Points (hypothetical)

	Criteria
	Weighted Points
	Awarded Points

	I. Governance and Management
	100
	79

	II. Teaching and Learning
	300
	225

	III. Faculty
	200
	150

	IV. Research and Development
	50
	47

	V. Extension, Consultancy and Linkages
	50
	37

	VI. Resources
	200
	150

	VII. Support to Students
	100
	75

	Total
	1,000
	763


The total number of points will now be used to determine the accreditation status to be awarded.  The cut-off figure is 701 points.  Any assessed program that is awarded 701 points or higher gets an accredited status; those with 700 or less will land to “not accredited”.

The Accredited Program will then get a classification in one of the three levels, viz:

	Level
	Total Points
	Status Awarded

	I
	701-800
	Accredited for two years.  Barely meets threshold of the standards with deficiencies which can be improved within a period of two years.



	II
	801-900
	Accredited for three years.  Meets standards substantially above the threshold with minor deficiencies which can be improved within a period of one to two years.



	III
	901-1000
	Accredited for four years.  Meets standards substantially way above the threshold with minor deficiencies which can be improved within a period of six months to one year.


In this example, the Program qualifies to be awarded a Level I Accredited Status.

Indicators of Quality.  The award of accreditation status as presented above is based on quantitative measures.  To capture the qualitative flavor of the Program being assessed, certain indicators shall be assessed, but this portion of the assessment will not be rated, and thus, it will not be given weightage, nor will it gain points, at this stage of APACC accreditation

These indicators of quality will be reported as either Commendations, Affirmations or Recommendations
Commendations are expressions of the demonstrated strengths of the Program, e.g., it excels in providing adequately certain inputs as in excellent internet system in the library; a well-funded scholarship program, etc.  It may also be in the form of healthy practices that are proven to be doing well as in a curriculum being regularly reviewed every two years, with the wide participation of industry, students, faculty, parents, alumni and other stakeholders.  It may also be a commendation to give credit to a special achievement, like, winning in skills Olympics.

Affirmations.  These are acknowledgements of adequacy of certain inputs or provisions, healthy practices being adopted, or promising or potential achievements, but have yet to be proven or demonstrated to be successful, to deserve a Commendation.

Recommendations.  These are suggested measures to address or improve certain identifiable elements of weakness, e. g., important tools are missing or not operational, obsolete syllabi; centralized decision-making, etc.

Stage II.  The second stage in making the evaluation takes place toward the end of the on-site visit.  This time, the whole membership of the Panel will make the evaluation after validating the claims in the Self-Study Report through examination of documents, interviews, observations, conferences, etc.

The parameters and procedures of evaluation adopted in the first stage will also be used.

Appendix C

Accreditation Instrument

For

Technical Education 

and 

Vocational Training Programs

CRITERION I.  GOVERNANCE AND MANAGEMENT

	Weighted Points
	100

	Awarded Points
	


The Program’s system of governance and management is sufficient to manage existing operations, and to respond to development and change.

	Indicator A- Administrative Structure and Bodies
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	40
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is the Governing Body/Board, or are responsible officials supportive of the technician education and vocational training program?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Is there a clear organizational structure where the functions of each administrative unit are clearly defined?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Are there Academic Committees or bodies that assist the Dean/Department Chairman/Head in deciding academic matters, like, curriculum, grading system, supervision of teaching, etc?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Are there Administrative Committees or bodies that help in decisions designed to support the technical and vocational education program?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets less than 2 of above elements) 
	(Meets 2 of above elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(Meets all of above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Board Resolutions affecting technical education and vocational training

· College /University  Charter

· Organizational Chart
	
	


	Indicator B- Qualification of Administrative Staff
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	20
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Rating below 70%)
	(71-80% are holders of an undergraduate or higher degree)
	(81-90% are holders of an undergraduate or higher degree)
	(91-100% are holders of an undergraduate or higher degree)


	Data Sources:
	· Profile of Administrative Personnel
	
	


	Indicator C – Management Systems and Procedures
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	40
	
	


	1. Are there existing systems of making work operational plans within the Program and development plans within the institution?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Are there schemes to insure sourcing of financial resources through the regular annual budget, from other sources, and from income-generating projects?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Are there adopted systems for financial management including budgeting, accounting and control of funds?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Are processes or systems of supply and records management well-defined?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets less than 2 of above elements
	(Meets first 2 of above elements)
	(Meets first 3 of above elements)
	(Meets all of above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Development Plan

· Operational Plans

· Administrative Manual
	
	


Indicators of Quality.  (This part of the evaluation will not be rated.  For definitions and instructions, see “Instructions to Assessors”).

1. Commendations

2. Affirmations

3. Recommendations

Criterion-Based

Summary of Points

Criterion I.  Governance and Management

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Earned Points

	A. Administrative Structure and Bodies
	40
	

	
	
	

	B. Qualification of Administrative Staff
	20
	

	
	
	

	C. Management Systems and Procedures
	40
	

	
	
	

	Total
	100
	


	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Panel Chair
	

	
	
	


CRITERION II.  TEACHING AND LEARNING

	Weighted Points
	300

	Awarded Points
	


The Technical Education Institution has clearly defined programs with set objectives and learning outcomes; and has effective mechanism of delivery and testing to ensure success in meeting these objectives and enable students to achieve intended outcomes.

	Indicator A – Program Objectives
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	30
	
	

	
	
	
	

	To what extent do the objectives of the Program under review fulfill the requirements of government?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0-70% compliant)
	(71-80% compliant)
	(81-90% compliant)
	(91-100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Curriculum
	
	


	Indicator B - Curriculum
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	60
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Does the curriculum comply with the requirements of government?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0-70% compliant)
	(71-80% compliant)
	(81-90% compliant)
	(91-100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Curriculum

· Government Policy Guidelines
	
	


	Indicator C – Syllabus
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	30
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Do the faculty (teaching staff) prepare and use their syllabi?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0-70% compliant)
	(71-80% compliant)
	(81-90% compliant)
	(91-100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Syllabi

· List of Faculty
	
	


	Indicator D – Instructional Materials
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	60
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Do the faculty (teaching staff) develop and use instructional materials to aid teaching?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0-70% compliant)
	(71-80% compliant)
	(81-90% compliant)
	(91-100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Inventory of Instructional Materials

· List of Faculty
	
	


	Indicator E – Teaching Methods and Techniques
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	50
	
	

	
	
	
	

	What percentage of the faculty (teaching staff) continually improve the methods and techniques they adopt in teaching?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0-70% compliant)
	(71-80% compliant)
	(81-90% compliant)
	(91-100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Record of Seminars/Workshops

· Interviews with Students and Officials
	
	


	Indicator F – Other Related Teaching-Learning Indicators
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	70
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is there an effective system of student testing to determine their progress and attainment of learning outcomes?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Are there processes for monitoring and evaluating teaching and learning to assess the effectiveness of the content, teaching apparatuses, testing and the performance of the faculty?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Is the curriculum revised periodically, and with the participation of the teaching staff, school officials, students, parents, industry, and other stakeholders?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Is there an established system of student recruitment, selection and admission that is widely disseminated and implemented?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Does not meet elements 1 &2)
	(Meets above elements 1 and 2)
	Meets above elements 1 and 2 plus 1
	(Meets all the above  elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Mission Statement

· Program Objectives

· Curriculum

· Syllabi

· Sample Instructional Materials

· Testing Program: Test Samples

· Faculty Evaluation

· Program of Supervision by the Dean/ Dep’t. Chairman/Head
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Indicators of Quality (This part of the assessment will not be rated.  For definitions and instructions, see “Instructions to Assessors”).

1. Commendations

2. Affirmations

3. Recommendations

Criteria-Based

Summary of Ratings

Criterion II – Teaching and Learning

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Earned Points

	
	
	

	A. Program Objectives
	30
	

	
	
	

	B. Curriculum
	60
	

	
	
	

	C. Syllabus
	30
	

	
	
	

	D. Instructional Materials
	60
	

	
	
	

	E. Teaching Methods and Techniques
	50
	

	
	
	

	F. Other Related Teaching-Learning Indicators
	70
	

	
	
	

	Total
	300
	


	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Panel Chair
	

	
	
	


CRITERION III.  FACULTY

	Weighted Points
	200

	Awarded Points
	


The standard of the Program is greatly measured by the qualification of the teaching staff.  The institution maintains high ranking members in terms of their academic qualifications, experience and professional competence.  It maintains an effective system of recruiting, maintaining and developing an adequate number of highly qualified and appropriate faculty.

	Indicator A – Qualification of Faculty
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	100
	
	

	Do the faculty possess the appropriate educational qualifications and experience to teach the courses assigned to them?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Less than 71% of the faculty have a Bachelor’s degree, and a minimum of 1 year teaching experience)
	(At least 71-80% of the faculty have a Bachelor’s degree, and a minimum of 1 year teaching experience)
	(At least 81-90% of the faculty have a Bachelor’s degree, and a minimum of 1 year teaching experience)
	(At least 91-100% of the faculty have a Bachelor’s degree, and a minimum of 1 year teaching experience)


	Data Sources:
	· Faculty Profile

· Personal Data Sheet
	
	


	Indicator B – Faculty Assignment and Load
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	30
	
	

	Are faculty workload assignments and number of preparations in accordance with established government or institutional standards?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(complied with in 0-70% of the faculty)
	(complied with in 71-80% of the faculty)
	(complied with in 81-90% of the faculty)
	(complied with in 91-100% of the faculty)


	Data Sources:
	· Workload Assignment of Faculty, Current Year

· Standard Workload Guidelines
	
	


	Indicator C – Faculty Development Program
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	30
	
	

	What percentage of the faculty participated in faculty development through attendance in seminars, workshops, inservice training, etc., in the last school year?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0-70% compliant)
	(71-80% compliant)
	(81-90% compliant)
	(91-100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Faculty Development Program

· Reports on Training, Workshops, Seminars, etc.

· Faculty Profile
	
	


	Indicator D – Systems of Recruitment, Compensation, Development and Evaluation
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	40
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is there an existing formal system of recruiting the faculty?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Does the institution follow a set system of compensating and rewarding the faculty?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	3. Has the institution adopted a program of scholarship to send its faculty to pursue higher degree?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Is there a clear policy and procedure in evaluating the performance of the faculty?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets only 2 or less of the above elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(No scoring option)
	(Meets all of above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· System of Faculty Recruitment

· Salary Compensation Program

· Faculty Development Program

· Faculty Performance Evaluation System
	
	


Indicators of Quality (This part of the assessment will not be rated.  For definitions and instruction, see “Instructions to Assessors”).

1. Commendations

2. Affirmations

3. Recommendations

Criterion-Based

Summary of Ratings

Criterion : Faculty

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Earned Points

	
	
	

	A. Qualifications of Faculty
	100
	

	
	
	

	B. Faculty Assignment and Load
	30
	

	
	
	

	C. Faculty Development Program
	30
	

	
	
	

	D. System of Recruitment, Compensation, Development, and Evaluation
	40
	

	
	
	

	Total
	200
	


	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Panel Chair
	

	
	
	


CRITERION IV.  RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

	Weighted Points
	50

	Awarded Points
	


Research and Development is an avenue through which new knowledge is discovered, applied or verified and through which appropriate technologies are generated.  The institution maintains an environment that firmly supports research and development.

	Indicator A – Program of Research and Development
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	20
	
	

	1. Are research and development confined to one or more operational studies only?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Are research and development confined to one or more operational studies, plus development of technology packages or projects?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Do research and development include at least one operational research, development of technology packages or projects plus basic research?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(No research and development)
	(Meets element 1 above)
	(Meets elements 1 & 2 above)
	(Meets all elements  above)


	Data Sources:
	· Research and Development Program

· Research Reports
	
	


	Indicator B – Faculty Participation
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	5
	
	

	What percentage of the faculty are actively engaged in research and development?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0-10% compliant)
	(11-40% compliant)
	(41-70% compliant)
	(71-100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Faculty Profile

· Research and Development Program

· Research and Development Reports
	
	


	Indicator C – Dissemination and Utilization of R & D Outputs
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	5
	
	

	1. Are research and development outputs reported and discussed within the institution? 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Are research and development outputs published in technical journals and other equivalent media?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Are research and development outputs disseminated to the community through seminars and other public fora?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Are research and development outputs extended to the community for pilot testing, adoption or commercialization?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets less than 2 of the above elements)
	(Meets 2 of above elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(Meets all of above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Research and Development Reports

· Reports on R & D Dissemination

· Seminar Reports

· Reports on R & D Utilization
	
	


	Indicator D – Management of Research and Development
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	20
	
	

	1. Is there some funding of R & D in the Program’s budget, and provision of other forms of support from other sources?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Does the institution link with other agencies or organizations in the funding or undertaking of joint research?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Is there an operational system of monitoring and evaluating research and development?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Does the Program have a system of incentives for those who do research and development?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets 0-1 of above elements)
	(Meets 2 of above elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(Meets all of above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· R & D Budget Allocation

· Memorandum of Agreement

· Procedures in Monitoring and Evaluating R & D

· R & D Program
	
	


Indicators of Quality (This part of the assessment will not be rated.  For definitions and instruction, see “Instructions to Assessors”).

1. Commendations

2. Affirmations

3. Recommendations

Criterion-Based

Summary of Ratings

Criterion : Research and Development

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Earned Points

	
	
	

	A. Program of Research and Development
	20
	

	
	
	

	B. Faculty Participation
	5
	

	
	
	

	C. Dissemination and Utilization of R & D Output
	5
	

	
	
	

	D. Management of Research and Development
	20
	

	
	
	

	Total
	50
	


	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Panel Chair
	

	
	
	


CRITERION V.  EXTENSION, CONSULTANCY AND LINKAGES

	Weighted Points
	50

	Awarded Points
	


The presence of the Program should be felt in the community.  Its image is enhanced by extending its expertise through Extension and Consultancy, and sharing, or getting support to, its expertise through linkages.

EXTENSION

The Extension function of the institution involves the application of existing and new knowledge and technology and those generated in the institution to improve the quality of life of the people.  Through the Extension program, they are empowered with appropriate knowledge, skills and attitudes.

	Indicator  A –  Program of Extension
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	Is the presence of the Program in the community felt through its Program of Extension? To what extent?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(No extension project)
	(Project in only 1 community)
	(Projects in 2 communities)
	(Projects in more than  2 communities)


	Data Sources:
	· Extension Program

· Reports
	
	


	Indicator B –  Faculty Participation
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	2
	
	

	What percentage of the faculty are actively involved in providing extension services in the community?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0-10%)
	(11-40%)
	(41-70%)
	(71-100%)


	Data Sources:
	· Faculty Profile

· Extension Program Reports
	
	


	Indicator  C –  Management of Extension
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	8
	
	

	1. Are the Extension Programs based on community needs?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Is there funding sourced from the Program budget, or from other sources?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Have the leaders of the Program entered into linkages through Memoranda of Agreement with other agencies or organizations for the conduct of extension projects in the community?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Is there an operational system of monitoring and evaluating Extension activities?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	5. Has the institution adopted a system of rewards for those engaged in extension activities?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets 0-1 of above elements)
	(Meets 2 of above elements)
	(Meets 3 to 4 of above elements)
	(Meets all above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Community Survey Reports

· Budget Allocation for Extension

· Memoranda of Agreement

· Monitoring and Evaluation System

· Extension Program
	
	


Indicators of Quality (This part of the assessment will not be rated.  For definitions and instruction, see “Instructions to Assessors”).

1. Commendations

2. Affirmations

3. Recommendations

Indicator-Based

Summary of Points

Indicator - Extension

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Awarded Points

	
	
	

	A. Program of Extension 
	10
	

	
	
	

	B. Faculty Participation
	2
	

	
	
	

	C. Management of Extension
	8
	

	
	
	

	Total
	20
	


CONSULTANCY

Availing themselves of the services offered by the Program by inviting its faculty as Consultants, whether paid or unpaid, is a recognition by the communities of the competence of the institution to provide expert services.

	Indicator  - Consultancy Program
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	1. Does the Program under review have an organized pool of experts to provide Consultancy services along identified specializations?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Is a record of the availment of the Program expert services kept?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Does the institution derive income from consultancies rendered by its constituents?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets none of above elements
	(Meets 1 of above elements)
	(Meets 2 of above elements)
	(Meets all of above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Program of Consultancy Services

· Pool of Experts (Consultants)

· Consultancy Report Including Income Derived
	
	


Indicators of Quality (This part of the assessment will not be rated.  For definitions and instruction, see “Instructions to Assessors”).

1. Commendations

2. Affirmations

3. Recommendations

Indicator-Based

Summary of Points

Indicator - Consultancy

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Awarded Points

	
	
	

	A. Consultancy Program

 
	10
	

	Total
	10
	


LINKAGES

The program maintains strong links with industry, peer institutions, and funding agencies to strengthen its curricular offerings, and to forge mutually beneficial arrangements.

	Indicator A –  Linkage with Industry
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	1. Is industry involved in the development of technical education and training programs?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Is industry consulted in the planning and revision of the curriculum?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Is the industrial sector’s cooperation enlisted in the internship or on-the-job training of students, and also of the faculty?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Are linkages maintained with employers for the employment and follow up of graduates of the program?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets less than 2 of the above elements)
	(Meets 2 of above elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(Meets all of above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Memoranda of Agreement with Industry

· Minutes of Meetings Re Curriculum

· Record of On-The-Job Training

· Reports of Alumni Affairs
	
	


	Indicator  B  –  Consortia/Arrangements with Educational Institutions
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	The institution enters into consortia/arrangements with other educational institutions for the purpose of:
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Promoting student exchanges
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Faculty exchanges
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	3. Conducting joint research
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Engaging in joint extension activities
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets less than 2 of above elements)
	(Meets 2 of above elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(Meets all above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Memoranda of Agreement on Consortia or Other Arrangements

· Reports on Consortia/Arrangements
	
	


Indicators of Quality (This part of the assessment will not be rated.  For definitions and instruction, see “Instructions to Assessors”).

1. Commendations

2. Affirmations

3. Recommendations

Indicator-Based

Summary of Points

Indicator - Linkages

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Awarded Points

	
	
	

	A. Linkages with Industry
	10
	

	
	
	

	B. Consortia/Arrangements with Educational Institutions
	10
	

	
	
	

	Total
	20
	


Criterion-Based

Summary of Ratings
Criterion V – Extension, Consultancy and Linkages

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Awarded Points

	
	
	

	A. Extension
	20
	

	
	
	

	B. Consultancy
	10
	

	
	
	

	C. Linkages
	10
	

	
	
	

	Total
	50
	


	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Panel Chair
	

	
	
	


CRITERION VI.  RESOURCES  

	Weighted Points
	200

	Awarded Points
	


The institution provides an environment which is conducive to effective teaching and learning and which supports the educational program offered.  The adequacy of financial resources, physical and plant facitilities, library, classrooms, shops/laboratories, and information technology, are paramount.

FINANCIAL RESOURCES

	Indicator A – Financial Resources
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	30
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Are the financial resources made available to the Program adequate for its maintenance and operation to achieve the objectives, and for future development?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Less than 71%)
	(71-80% of requirement is met)
	(81-90% of requirement is met)
	(91-100% of requirement is met)


	Data Sources:
	· Interviews

· Budget Allocation

· Budget Proposal
	
	


	Indicator B – Financial Management
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is there a mechanism to insure proper financial management?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Has the program adopted a viable system of income-generation to augment its regular budget?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Do the claimants to financial resources participate in decisions involving budget preparation, allocation, management and control?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets no element)
	(Meets 1 of above elements)
	(Meets 2 of above elements)
	(Meets all of above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Auditing Manual

· Accounting Manual

· List of Income-Generating Projects and Reports

· Budget Manual
	
	


PHYSICAL PLANT AND FACILITIES

	Indicator A – School Campus
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. To what extent does the school campus comply with the standards on area and location set by government?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0 to70% compliant)
	(71 to 80% compliant)
	(81 to 90% compliant)
	(91 to 100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Government Standards in Education

· Campus Map
	
	


	Indicator B- Classrooms
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	20
	
	

	
	
	
	

	5. To what extent do the size and number of classrooms comply with the government standards?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0 to70% compliant)
	(71 to 80% compliant)
	(81 to 90% compliant)
	(91 to 100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Government Standards in Education

· Inventory of Classrooms
	
	


	Indicator C – Other Facilities and Conditions
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is the school campus located in a wholesome environment, safe from traffic and transportation hazards, sufficiently free from noise, dust, smoke and other untenable hazards?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Are buildings functionally designed and constructed of strong and durable materials?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Are the classrooms equipped with needed facilities?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Are there provisions for offices, staff rooms and reception areas?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	5. Are there medical and dental clinics?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	6. Is there an available student center where students can enjoy wholesome social interaction?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	7. Are there clean and sanitary food services that serve the school constituents at reasonable prices?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	8. Does the program provide counseling and guidance laboratory?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	9. Are there available hostels or dormitories for students, whether provided by the institution or by private owners?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets 0-4 of above elements)
	(Meets 5 to 6 of above elements)
	(Meets 7–8 of above elements)
	(Meets all above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· The School Campus

· School Buildings

· Classrooms and Facilities

· Medical and Dental Clinic

· Student Center

· Food Services

· Guidance Laboratory

· Hostels or Dormitories
	
	


LIBRARY

	Indicator A- Core Book Collection
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	15
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is the standard on core book collection for technician education and training program compliant with?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0 to70% compliant)
	(71 to 80% compliant)
	(81 to 90% compliant)
	(91 to 100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Book Collection

· Library Standards
	
	


	Indicator B – Book/Journal Titles
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	5
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is the standard on book/journal titles for technical education and training program under review complied with?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0 to70% compliant)
	(71 to 80% compliant)
	(81 to 90% compliant)
	(91 to 100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Book Collection

· Journal Titles

· Library Standards
	
	


	Indicator C – Current Edition
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	5
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is the standard on the required percentage of current editions complied with?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0 to70% compliant)
	(71 to 80% compliant)
	(81 to 90% compliant)
	(91 to 100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Book Collection with Edition 1995-Present

· Library Standards
	
	


	Indicator D – Library Space
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	5
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Does the space for the library meet the standard size requirement considering the school population?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0 to70% compliant)
	(71 to 80% compliant)
	(81 to 90% compliant)
	(91 to 100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Floor Area of the Library

· Student Population

· Faculty, Personnel and Other Library Users

· Library Standards
	
	


	Indicator E – Other Library-Related Matters
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Are there provisions for non-print, digital and electronic resources?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Is the library open for at least 54 hours a week?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Does the institution maintain and promote consortia, networking, library cooperative activities and resource-sharing with other libraries?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Are there spaces provided for the librarian’s office, staff rooms, technical rooms, etc.?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	5. Is the library staffed with qualified librarians with the Head being at least a licensed librarian?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets 2 or less elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(Meets 4 of above elements)
	(Meets all above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Non-print, Digital and Electronic Resources

· Library Schedule

· Memoranda of Understanding on Library Linkages

· Library Building/Room

· Library Staff Profile
	
	


LABORATORIES/SHOPS

	Indicator A – Equipment or Tools
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	20
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Are the required equipment and tools available in accordance with standards?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0 to70% compliant)
	(71 to 80% compliant)
	(81 to 90% compliant)
	(91 to 100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Inventory of Equipment and Tools

· Government Standards
	
	


	Indicator B – Supplies and Materials
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Are the supplies and materials available as required by government standards?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0 to70% compliant)
	(71 to 80% compliant)
	(81 to 90% compliant)
	(91 to 100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Inventory of Supplies and Materials

· Government Standards
	
	


	Indicator C – Laboratories/Shops Management
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Are the laboratories/shops spacious, properly equipped, and well-ventilated/air-conditioned?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Are the laboratories/shops properly maintained?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Are the equipment/tools properly stored, cleansed and regularly checked?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Are there provisions to minimize exposure to risks and to prevent accidents?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets 0-1 of above elements)
	(Meets 2  of above elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(Meets all above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Laboratories/Shops

· Equipment/tools

· Safety Measures
	
	


INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

	Indicator A - Computers
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	20
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Are the requirements under government standards on the number of computer units for the technician education and training program under review complied with?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0 to70% compliant)
	(71 to 80% compliant)
	(81 to 90% compliant)
	(91 to 100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Inventory of Equipment (Computers)

· Government Standards/Requirements
	
	


	Indicator B – Other Information Technology Units
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	20
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is the Program equipped with internet connections?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Is there a functional multi-media center?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Are softwares available to supply the requirements for instruction and office operations?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	4. Are the information technology equipment well-maintained and kept?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	5. Are there knowledgeable teachers and technicians to maintain and operate the equipments?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets 0-2 of above elements)
	(Meets 3 of above elements)
	(Meets 4 of above elements)
	(Meets all  elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Inventory of Information Technology Equipment (Internet, Multi-media, Equipment, Softwares)

· Faculty and Staff attending to Information Technology
	
	


Indicators of Quality.  (This part of the evaluation will not be rated.  For definitions and instructions, see “Instructions to Assessors”).

1. Commendations

2. Affirmations

3. Recommendations

Criterion-Based

Summary of Points

Criterion VI.  Resources

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Earned Points

	A. Financial Resources
	40
	

	
	
	

	B. Physical Plant and Facilities
	40
	

	
	
	

	C. Library
	40
	

	
	
	

	D. Laboratories/Shops
	40
	

	
	
	

	E. Information Technology
	40
	

	
	
	

	Total
	200
	


	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Panel Chair
	

	
	
	


CRITERION VII.  SUPPORT TO STUDENTS

	Weighted Points
	100

	Awarded Points
	


Students are the raison d’ etre of learning institutions.  Thus, it is the responsibility of the latter to develop not only the intellectual ability of the student but his total personality.  Towards this end, a robust program of student services is designed to help the student, throughout his academic life, attain his maximum potential, and become a worthy social being to his community.  Student support services complement the academic program.

	Indicator A – Guidance Counselor-Student Ratio
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	10
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is the government’s standard Guidance Counselor to number of students ratio met in the Program under review?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(0 to70% compliant)
	(71 to 80% compliant)
	(81 to 90% compliant)
	(91 to 100% compliant)


	Data Sources:
	· Student Population

· List of Guidance Counselors
	
	


	Indicator B – Student Services
	Points

	
	Weighted
	
	Awarded

	
	90
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1. Is there an organized Student Services Unit?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	2. Does the admission and retention program provide for the selection of prospective students and the retention of the most deserving?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	3. Is there a guidance and academic advising program?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	4. Does the school have a well-defined and continuing scholarship program and grants which enable deserving students needing assistance to earn a certificate or diploma?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	5. Aside from the regular student services program, are there other curricular and extra-curricular activities that contribute to student development?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	6. Are there services to promote health, sports and social needs of the students?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	7. Does the school maintain an effective employment and placement program?
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	8. Are the students involved in major decision-making affecting their welfare?
	
	
	


	Rating:
	
	
	


	0%
	75%
	85%
	95%

	(Meets 0-4 of above the elements)
	(Meets 5 of above elements)
	(Meets 6-7 of above elements)
	(Meets all above elements)


	Data Sources:
	· Guidance Program

· Student Services Program

· Structure and Formation of Student Services List

· Scholarship Program

· List of Curricular and Extra-Curricular Activities

· Placement and Alumni Affairs

· Minutes of Meetings on Student Welfare
	
	


Indicators of Quality.  (This part of the evaluation will not be rated.  For definitions and instructions, see “Instructions to Assessors”).

1. Commendations

2. Affirmations

3. Recommendations

Criterion-Based

Summary of Points

Criterion VII.  Support to Students

	Indicators
	Weighted Points
	Earned Points

	
	
	

	A. Guidance Counselor-Student Ratio
	10
	

	
	
	

	B. Student Services
	90
	

	
	
	

	Total
	100
	


	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Assessor
	
	Assessor

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	Panel Chair
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