DRAFT [FINAL] STATEMENT		SAMPLE UNIVERSITY
General Reviews
Instructions for Statements and Forms

Preparing Draft Report Materials

General
· Use the current GR 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 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 GR 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 in each of the program statements
· As applicable, insert no more than two or three institutional strengths and observations;  avoid copying claims from promotional material

Program Statements
· Sub-title
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK11]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
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK12][bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK16]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
· Program Strengths
· 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
· 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 GR 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 (E301)
· 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
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK25][bookmark: OLE_LINK26][bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK28]Do not change shortcoming statements or any other field on the PAF that was  left with the institution (comments can be added to indicate potential errors)

A302 Recommended Action Form
· Check the Engineering Accreditation Commission box
· If contact information on the RFE has changed, check the appropriate box and 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, enter the current accreditation cycle plus six years
· For new programs at institutions with no programs previously accredited by EAC, enter the current accreditation cycle plus six years
· For new programs at institutions with programs previously accredited by EAC, enter the NGR cycle noted in the ABET on-line database of 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 (NGR, IR, RE, etc.) or “N” if the program is new
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK29]For new programs, 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 GR Sample Statement)

Due-process Response
· For each shortcoming, add due-process response bullets (see GR 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 (E301)
· 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
· Do not change any other field on the PAF that was  left with the institution (comments can be added to indicate potential errors)


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 (see GR Sample Statement) and provide new shortcoming status bullets:
· Add supplemental information bullets following those for due-process only for shortcomings for which supplemental information was provided (see GR Sample Statement)
· 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

1	E401 Sample GR Statement 3-3-15

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 UNIVERSITY
New Town, VT

DRAFT [FINAL] STATEMENT
Visit Dates:  October 18-20, 2015
Accreditation Cycle Criteria: 2015-2016


Introduction & Discussion of Statement Construct
The Engineering Accreditation Commission (EAC) of ABET has evaluated the civil, electrical, and mechanical engineering programs of Sample University.
(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 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_LINK47](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 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.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK17][bookmark: OLE_LINK9]Sample University (SU) is a comprehensive state university comprised of seven colleges.  The College of Engineering and Applied Science (CEAS) offers three engineering programs with all being evaluated during this visit.  The college has 497 students, 48 full-time faculty members, and 14 adjunct faculty members.  The college had 104 graduates in the 2014-15 academic year.  Faculty members are active in the scholarship of both teaching and research.  SU students are largely in-state students, with about 10 percent enrolled from out-of-state and five percent from other countries.  A substantial fraction of students transfers to the CEAS from local community colleges.  Eight months before the EAC of ABET accreditation visit, the college leadership was assumed by a new dean who was hired after a two-year nationwide search.
The following units were reviewed and found to adequately support the engineering programs: mathematics, physics, library, career services, registrar, and admissions.
Institutional Strengths
1.	The CEAS 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 CEAS.  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.



Civil Engineering
 B.S. Program

Program Criteria for Civil and Similarly Named Engineering Programs


Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK19][bookmark: OLE_LINK18]The civil engineering B.S. program emphasizes the areas of transportation, structures, geotechnical engineering, environmental engineering, and pavements and related materials.  An environmental engineering option is available as an elective.  The program has 112 students, 12 faculty members, six adjunct faculty members, and two professional staff members who advise students from their sophomore year through graduation.  The program had 24 graduates in the 2014-15 academic year.  Community college transfer students and part-time students comprise about 50 percent of the enrollment in the program.
Program Strengths
[bookmark: OLE_LINK24]1.	Faculty members have strong ties to local civil and environmental engineering firms.  There is also close interaction with the State Department of Transportation, which is located in the same community as the university.  These interactions have led to industry-sponsored student projects, involvement of practicing engineers as adjunct faculty members, consulting opportunities for the faculty, and active participation by industrial constituents in the program’s evaluation processes.  Students have the opportunity to interact with practicing engineers, thus enhancing their undergraduate experience and providing insight into the engineering profession.
2.	The student chapter of the ASCE is a strong, active group that allows students to participate in the concrete-canoe contest and steel bridge-building activities.  A majority of students is involved in these activities; last year two concrete canoes represented the program at the regional contest.  Students have the opportunity to participate in professional society activities and broaden their experiences with the engineering profession.
3.	Esprit de corps among faculty members and students is exceptional.  All faculty members take turns hosting monthly “fireside chats” with the students.  Practicing engineers often participate in these meetings, and industrial sponsorship provides refreshments.  This informal setting provides a positive environment for obtaining student feedback about curricular and extracurricular issues.  The faculty incorporated this feedback over the last three years to improve the program.
Program Weaknesses
1.	Criterion 4.  Continuous Improvement  This criterion requires that the program regularly use appropriate, documented processes for assessing and evaluating the extent to which the student outcomes are being attained. The results of these evaluations must be systematically utilized as input for the continuous improvement of the program. While the program has an appropriate process for assessing student outcomes, there appears to be very limited use of the results to improve the program.  For example, it was noted in the evaluation of Criterion 3(a) that some students had a weak understanding of matrix mathematical operations at the beginning of the structures course, CE 343.  There is no documentation of an effort to strengthen the mathematical preparation for this course.  Additionally, no evidence was presented that indicated there was a process to take actions to improve the program.  By not systematically considering results from evaluation of student outcomes to improve the program, continuous improvement of the program is uncertain.  Strength of compliance with this criterion is lacking. 
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of documentation describing plans to strengthen the prerequisite math course, MA 245, to improve student preparation for the structures course, CE 343.  However, the planned course improvements were not yet implemented.  In addition, it was not clear that the program has established a systematic process to use assessment data to inform the continuous improvement of the program.
The weakness remains unresolved.
Supplemental information: The EAC acknowledges receipt of documentation demonstrating that planned improvements to MA 245, the prerequisite math course to CE 343, were implemented during the previous academic term.  However, documentation did not include evidence that the program has implemented a systematic process that uses evaluation of assessment data for continuous improvement.  
The weakness remains and will be a focus of the next review.  In preparation for this review, the EAC anticipates documentation that evaluation of assessment data is systematically utilized as input for the continuous improvement of the program. 
2.	Accreditation Policy and Procedure Manual  The Accreditation Policy and Procedure Manual requires that programs represent their accreditation status accurately and without ambiguity.  The statement on the departmental website is inconsistent with that contained in Section II.A.6 of the Accreditation Policy and Procedure Manual and is associated with multiple programs offered by the department but not accredited by the EAC.  Review of the current university catalog indicates that this publication is correct.  By not identifying the civil engineering program as accredited by the EAC of ABET as required by the Accreditation Policy and Procedure Manual, the program is unable to clearly represent its accreditation status accurately and without ambiguity.  Thus, strength of compliance with this policy is lacking.
Seven-day response:  The EAC acknowledges documentation of changes made to the departmental website related to accreditation status.  This information will be considered in due-process.
The weakness remains unresolved.
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of documentation that the website has been updated to reflect the appropriate statement concerning the program’s accreditation status and to remove the implication that other programs are accredited.
The weakness is resolved.
Program Concerns
1.	Criterion 1.  Students  This criterion requires that student performance be evaluated.  Student progress must be monitored to foster success in attaining student outcomes, thereby enabling graduates to attain program educational objectives.  A large percentage of the civil engineering students is transfer or part-time students.  Since most of the core curriculum courses are offered only once per academic year, these students must take heavy course loads to stay on track to graduation.  This is particularly problematic during the fall semester of the junior year.  This issue was raised during both of the student interview sessions with the program evaluator.  With such limited course offerings each academic year, successful student progress is attainable only through heavy course loads thus jeopardizing future compliance with this criterion.
This criterion also requires that student progress be monitored to foster success in attaining student outcomes.  The program must have and enforce procedures to ensure and document that students who graduate meet all graduation requirements.  The computerized system currently used for course scheduling does not allow many freshman and sophomore-level students in the CEAS to complete their class schedules until two weeks prior to the beginning of the fall semester.  The classes they require are often filled by that time.  As a result some students must take core courses out of sequence and/or on an overload basis, potentially jeopardizing their ability to successfully achieve some outcomes or meet all graduation requirements.  Although review of six transcripts indicated these graduates met all graduation requirements, future compliance with this criterion may be jeopardized.
Due-process response:  The program did not provide a response to the part of this shortcoming that addresses the heavy course loads required to stay on track.  For the second part of the shortcoming, the EAC acknowledges receipt of a letter and attached university administrative forms indicating that changes in class scheduling software have been implemented and tested.  These changes are fully implemented and the updated scheduling software is ready for the fall registration process.
The part of the concern related to the frequency of course offerings remains unresolved.
Supplemental Information:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of supplemental documentation that two additional faculty members have been hired to offer four core curriculum courses each fall semester.  The course offering schedule has been updated to reflect this change.
The concern is resolved.
2.	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.
Program Observation
1.	A significant number of students who are employed locally expressed interest in being able to take a few courses by means of the Internet.  Faculty members are encouraged to explore how the Internet may be used to help students who choose to have periods of full-time or near full-time employment complete their undergraduate degree requirements more rapidly than is now possible.



Electrical Engineering
BS Program

Program Criteria for Electrical, Computer and Similarly Named Engineering Programs


Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK21]The electrical engineering BS program is the oldest and largest engineering program in the college.  The program has 224 students, 20 faculty members, four adjunct faculty members, and two professional staff members who advise students from their sophomore year through graduation.  The program had 47 graduates in the 2014-15 academic year.  Almost 60 percent of the electrical engineering students participate in the cooperative education program. 
Program Strengths
1.	The program has an outstanding faculty that is committed to developing a high-quality undergraduate program.  Several faculty members have published electrical engineering textbooks that are widely used in electrical engineering curricula across the country.  The faculty also demonstrates significant engagement in contemporary teaching methods in the classroom.  Multimedia presentations are common in the electrical engineering courses.  These various teaching strategies enhance learning opportunities for all students since students have different learning styles.
2.	The program makes excellent use of the cooperative education program for assessment of student skills and abilities.  Involvement by cooperative program sponsors in providing feedback to the program on student skills and abilities is extraordinary.  Assessment and evaluation of student outcomes are enhanced by including feedback from the cooperative education experience.
Program Deficiencies
1.	Criterion 4.  Continuous Improvement  This criterion requires that the program regularly use appropriate, documented processes for assessing and evaluating the extent to which the student outcomes are being attained.  The results of these evaluations must be systematically utilized as input for continuous improvement of the program.  Other available information may also be used to assist in the continuous improvement of the program.   While the program has completed some ad-hoc collection of assessment data, there was no evidence that the program has established or documented a regular process for assessing and evaluating the extent to which the student outcomes are being attained. Further, no evidence was available to show that the program has a process in place to improve the program using available assessment data.  Without regular and appropriate assessment of student outcome attainment or a process that systematically uses results from assessment and evaluation of student outcomes to improve the program, the program is not able to achieve continuous improvement.  Thus, the program is not in compliance with the criterion.
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of documentation of a process for assessing attainment of student outcomes and the use of those data for program improvement.  The program collected attainment data for four of its twelve student outcomes and collection of data for the remaining outcomes is expected to be completed over the next year. The program did not provide evidence that collected assessment data were evaluated or used to inform the continuous improvement of the program.
The deficiency is now cited as a weakness.  In preparation for the next review, the EAC anticipates evidence that the program regularly uses appropriate, documented processes for assessing and evaluating the extent to which the student outcomes are being attained and that the results of these evaluations are systematically utilized as input for continuous improvement of the program.  
Program Weaknesses
1. Criterion 2.  Program Educational Objectives  This criterion requires that a program have published program educational objectives that are consistent with the mission of the institution, the needs of the program’s various constituencies, and these criteria.  There must be a documented, systematically utilized, and effective process, involving program constituencies, for the periodic review of these program educational objectives that ensures they remain consistent with the institutional mission, the program’s constituents’ needs, and these criteria.  It was not clear from the documentation provided that the program educational objectives incorporate the needs of the constituencies of the program.  The program lists its students, faculty, industrial advisory board, major employers, and alumni as constituencies.  There is no evidence that any of these groups, aside from the faculty members, participated in the periodic review of the program educational objectives.  Without participation by all of the program constituents in reviewing the program educational objectives, the program is unable to ensure its program educational objectives are consistent with the needs of its various constituencies.  Thus, strength of compliance with this criterion is lacking. 
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of a plan to include students and alumni in industrial advisory board meetings during which program educational objectives are to be discussed.  This process has apparently not yet been implemented.
The weakness remains unresolved.
Supplemental information:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of minutes of a recent industrial advisory board meeting.  While the minutes note an agenda item related to the program educational objectives, there were no details of any discussion about whether or not the program educational objectives actually met the need of the program’s constituents. 
The weakness remains unresolved and will be a focus of the next review.  In preparation for this review, the EAC anticipates further documentation indicating that the program educational objectives reflect the needs of the program’s various constituencies and that the process for their periodic review includes program constituencies.
2.	Criterion 5.  Curriculum  This criterion requires the curriculum to culminate in a major design experience based on the knowledge and skills acquired in earlier course work and incorporating appropriate engineering standards and multiple realistic constraints.  While the major design projects developed in EE480 are significant and require a high level of knowledge and synthesis, they appear to be lacking in the consideration of multiple realistic constraints.  With no deliberate exposure to multiple realistic constraints in the culminating design experience, student preparation for engineering practice is uncertain.  Thus, strength of compliance with this criterion is lacking.
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of a description of a design project that includes realistic constraints that has been proposed by members of the Industrial Advisory Board.  A subcommittee of the advisory board will advise the design instructor on future design projects.  Samples of student design projects that include multiple realistic constraints as described for new projects were not provided to demonstrate implementation of the more robust projects.  
The weakness remains unresolved and will be a focus of the next review.  In preparation for this review, the EAC anticipates documentation of student work that demonstrates realistic constraints are used in the major design experience.
3.	Criterion 7.  Facilities  This criterion requires that laboratories be adequate to support attainment of the student outcomes and to provide an atmosphere conducive to learning.  Modern tools, equipment, computing resources, and laboratories appropriate to the program must be available, accessible, and systematically maintained and upgraded to enable students to attain the student outcomes and to support program needs.  A tour of the junior-level laboratory indicated a general shortage of modern digital equipment.  The students interviewed indicated that some of the equipment called for in two of the experiments in the laboratory course EE363 had to be "borrowed" from one of the faculty research laboratories.  Laboratories that lack all required equipment to support required student work degrade an atmosphere conducive to learning and hinder full attainment of student outcomes.  Thus, strength of compliance with this criterion is lacking.
· Due-process response:  The program did not provide a response to this shortcoming.
The weakness remains unresolved and will be a focus of the next review.  In preparation for the review, the EAC anticipates evidence that sufficient modern equipment has been incorporated into the laboratory experiments.
Program Concerns
1.	Criterion 1.  Students  This criterion requires that student progress be monitored to foster success in attaining student outcomes.  The program must have and enforce procedures to ensure and document that students who graduate meet all graduation requirements.  The computerized system currently used for course scheduling does not allow many freshman and sophomore-level students in the CEAS to complete their class schedules until two weeks prior to the beginning of the fall semester.  The classes they require are often filled by that time.  As a result some students must take core courses out of sequence and/or on an overload basis, potentially jeopardizing their ability to successfully achieve some outcomes or meet all graduation requirements.  Although review of six transcripts indicated these graduates met all graduation requirements, future compliance with this criterion may be jeopardized.
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of a letter and attached university administrative forms indicating that changes in class scheduling software have been implemented and tested.  These changes are fully implemented and the updated scheduling software is ready for the fall registration process.
The concern is resolved.
2.	Criterion 8.  Institutional Support  This criterion requires that resources be sufficient to acquire, maintain, and operate infrastructures, facilities, and equipment appropriate for the program.  Equipment maintenance and modernization do not appear to be accomplished on a routine and proactive basis.  As a result, laboratory facilities are not always functional.  Students often work in laboratory teams that may be too large for each student to have a consistently meaningful hands-on learning experience.  Although it appears that the criterion is currently satisfied, there is the potential that laboratory facilities may degrade so that future compliance with the criterion may be jeopardized.
· Due-process response:  The program did not provide a response to this shortcoming. 
· The concern remains unresolved.


Mechanical Engineering
B.Eng. Program

Program Criteria for Mechanical and Similarly Named Engineering Programs


Introduction
The mechanical engineering B.Eng. program is a traditional program that prepares its undergraduates for careers in the thermal, manufacturing, and mechanical systems areas.  The program has 161 students, 16 faculty members, four adjunct faculty members, and two professional staff members who advise students from their sophomore year through graduation.  The program had 33 graduates in the 2014-15 academic year.
Program Strengths
[bookmark: OLE_LINK20]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.
2.	The program’s students are recruited from the top five percent of their high school classes and have exceptional SAT and ACT test scores.  They demonstrate an exceptional work ethic and are enthusiastic about their program.  Many of these students’ senior projects have been nationally recognized thus enhancing the reputation of the mechanical engineering program.
Program Deficiencies
1.	Criterion 3.  Student Outcomes  The criterion requires that programs have documented student outcomes that prepare graduates to attain the program educational objectives.  It is not evident from the list of student outcomes provided in the self-study report that they prepare graduates to attain the program educational objectives or are consistent with the outcomes designated in the EAC Criteria.  Students can graduate from the program without attaining the student outcomes required in Criterion 3 and, as such, may be unprepared to attain the program educational objectives.  Thus, the program is not in compliance with this criterion.   
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of a document describing a plan to map the university-defined student outcomes to the (a) through (k) outcomes in the EAC Criteria and develop documentation to demonstrate that the student outcomes are preparing graduates to attain the program educational objectives.
The deficiency remains unresolved and will be a focus of the next review.  In preparation for this review, the EAC anticipates documentation that the program has documented student outcomes that prepare graduates to attain the program educational objectives
2.	Criterion 7.  Facilities  This criterion requires that laboratories and associated equipment be adequate to support attainment of the student outcomes and to provide an atmosphere conducive to learning.  Modern tools, equipment, computing resources, and laboratories appropriate to the program must be available, accessible, and systematically maintained and upgraded to enable students to attain the student outcomes and to support program needs.  The mechanical engineering laboratories were found to be lacking in this regard.  Inspection of laboratory facilities showed a general inadequacy and disrepair of equipment.  The laboratory equipment for the thermal systems area is dated, insufficient, and, from the students’ perspective, lacks industrial relevance and the ability to provide sufficient intellectual challenges.  General clutter was evident throughout the laboratories.  This issue was cited as a concern during the previous accreditation visit, and substantial degradation in conditions since the previous review was evident.  Without adequate facilities and without systematic maintenance of the laboratories to provide an atmosphere conducive to learning, the program cannot enable students to attain the student outcomes.  Thus, the program is not in compliance with this criterion.  
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of a letter from the program chair describing a consultation with the University Safety Office.  The laboratory in question is being scheduled for maintenance work and repairs.  The program chair has submitted a proposal describing the use of endowment funds to hire a temporary laboratory manager to supervise renovations and installation of new equipment.  Endowment funds will be re-directed to the purchase of the necessary equipment for the thermal-systems experiments. 
The deficiency remains unresolved and will be a focus of the next review.  In preparation for this review, the EAC anticipates documentation demonstrating the laboratory facilities have been improved, including actions taken to eliminate clutter and to update the equipment for the thermal-systems experiments.
3.	Accreditation Policy and Procedure Manual   Section II.G.6.b(1) of the APPM requires that learning environments are adequate and safe for the intended purposes.  Inspection of the facilities revealed safety hazards associated with unprotected rotating machinery and major leaks in the fluid mechanics experiments.  Thus, the program is not in compliance with this criterion. 
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of a letter from the program chair describing a consultation with the University Safety Office.  The unprotected rotating machinery has been removed from the laboratory.  A planned renovation will correct the leaks in the fluid mechanics experiments.
The deficiency remains unresolved and will be a focus of the next review.  In preparation for this review, the EAC anticipates documentation demonstrating that the safety hazards have been eliminated from the laboratory facilities.
Program Weaknesses
1.	Criterion 1.  Students  This criterion requires that student progress be monitored to foster success in attaining student outcomes.  The program must have and enforce procedures to ensure and document that students who graduate meet all graduation requirements.  A review of the six student transcripts provided by the program indicated that two of the six students did not complete the required second course in calculus-based physics but took the non-calculus based PHY131 instead.  These students apparently graduated without fulfilling all the program curricular requirements.  Students can graduate from the program without fulfilling all program curricular requirements, and thus potentially without attaining the student outcomes that enable graduates to attain program educational objectives.  
In addition, the computerized system currently used for course scheduling does not allow many freshman and sophomore-level students in the CEAS to complete their class schedules until two weeks prior to the beginning of the fall semester.  The classes they require are often filled by that time.  As a result some students must take core courses out of sequence and/or on an overload basis, potentially jeopardizing their ability to successfully achieve some outcomes or meet all graduation requirements.  Although review of six transcripts indicated these graduates met all graduation requirements, future compliance with this criterion may be jeopardized.
· Seven-day response:  The EAC acknowledges documentation from the institution that student schedules are completed three weeks prior to the fall semester, not two weeks as read in the exit statement.
· The weakness remains unresolved.
Due process response:  The EAC acknowledges documentation, in the form of academic action forms, indicating a change has been made in course prerequisites that restricts enrollment in PHY131 so as to exclude mechanical engineering students.  The necessary revision in the computerized registration system has already taken effect as documented by the program’s Description of Courses brochure.  The EAC also acknowledges receipt of a letter and attached university administrative forms indicating that changes in class scheduling software have been implemented and tested.  These changes are fully implemented and the updated scheduling software is ready for the fall registration process.
The weakness is resolved.
2.	Program Criteria  Program criteria for mechanical engineering programs require that the curriculum prepare students to work professionally in either thermal or mechanical systems while requiring topics in each area.  The self-study report gave no evidence of coursework related to the thermal systems area.  A review of course documentation and interviews with seniors revealed that only a very limited number of thermal topics are covered in the program’s curriculum.  With only a limited amount of coursework related to the thermal area, the program is unable to provide exposure to thermal topics in a manner that meets the program criteria.  Thus, strength of compliance with this criterion is lacking.  
Due-process response:  The EAC acknowledges receipt of a plan describing the development of three new courses related to thermal systems.  Syllabi and proposed texts were provided.  The courses are to be first offered in the coming spring semester.
The weakness remains unresolved and will be a focus of the next review.  In preparation for this review, the EAC anticipates documentation describing the improvements made to strengthen the curriculum in the thermal systems area. 
Program Observation
1.	Students expressed a desire for opportunities to meet with alumni role models and to learn about possible career paths.  A program of regularly inviting speakers from industry to the campus to interact with students is offered as a suggestion for addressing this desire.
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