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Assessment Grants 
 

Application Form for 2008–2009 
 
The name of the project: Developing Performance Criteria and Assessment Rubrics 
for the Computer Engineering and Software Engineering Programs 
 
The dollar amount requested from Assessment Grant funds: $5,000 
 
If the department intends to provide matching funds, please include the total dollar 
amount of matching funds. Otherwise leave this blank: TBD, as appropriate, for 
workshops and conferences. 
 
Primary contact: 
 Name: Timothy A. Wilson 
 Email: wilsonti@erau.edu 
 Phone: 386 226 6994 
 
The goal of the project: (1) Using constituent input, establish performance criteria for a 
small number of ABET Program Outcomes in the BS Computer Engineering and BS 
Software Engineering programs. (2) Establish rubrics by which degree of achievement of 
the same Program Outcomes can be measured. 
 
Project abstract: 
 
While both ERAU-DB Computer Engineering and Software Engineering have had two 
successful accreditation visits under ABET's Engineering Criteria 2000 (pending 
Engineering Accreditation Commission action this coming July), it is unlikely that we 
would be reaccredited in 2013 since our assessment process lacks clear performance 
criteria and processes by which to determine level of accomplishment. Our process needs 
revision to incorporate determination of performance criteria based on direct 
measurement of student performance. The proposed project will use constituent input to 
determine which aspects of selected Program Outcomes are most important to assess, 
develop rubrics to assess those identified aspects, and articulate performance criteria 
using those rubrics as a measure of Program Outcome achievement. If successful, the 
approach may be extensible to other programs, both internally and externally. 
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Objective of the project: See abstract. 
 
Participants: 
 
Timothy A. Wilson, Professor 
Department of Computer and Software Engineering 
College of Engineering, Daytona Beach Campus 
386 226 6994 (W) / 386 871 9911 (M) / 386 226 6678 (F) 
wilsonti@erau.edu  
 
Massood Towhid nejad, Professor and Chair 
Department of Computer and Software Engineering 
College of Engineering, Daytona Beach Campus 
386 226 6891 / towhid@erau.edu  
 
Salamah Salamah, Assistant Professor 
Department of Computer and Software Engineering 
College of Engineering, Daytona Beach Campus 
386 226 4619 / salamahs@erau.edu  
 
Richard Stansbury, Assistant Professor 
Department of Computer and Software Engineering 
College of Engineering, Daytona Beach Campus 
386 226 4619 / stansbur@erau.edu  
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Description of the project: 
 
The proposed activity is a pilot project (1) to establish performance criteria for a small 
number of ABET Program Outcomes in the BS Computer Engineering (BSCE) and BS 
Software Engineering (BSSE) programs and (2) to establish rubrics by which degree of 
achievement of the same Program Outcomes can be measured. 
 
The Department of Computer and Software Engineering assessment process was initially 
adopted in the 1999–2000 academic year and has been revised annually since. The 
process, used for ABET Program Outcomes1 assessment, annual assessment as part of 
University SACS reaccreditation processes, and department internal quality control, 
involves annual assessment of identified program outcomes in multiple indicator courses. 
Faculty members assess achievement of program outcomes from “awful” (1) to 
“excellent” (5) and report confidence in the degree of assessment based on artifact 
availability to support the assessment from “no artifact” (0) to “artifacts completely 
linked to outcome” (5).2 Individual assessments are discussed in an end-of-academic-year 
assessment meeting, at which achievement of each Program Outcome is determined by 
consensus. The process was successfully used in initial ABET accreditation visits in fall 
2002 (BSCE), fall 2004 (BSSE), and in recent reaccreditation visit for both in fall 2007 
(pending approval at the Engineering Accreditation Commission July 2008 meeting). 
 
My recent participation at the 10th annual ABET Best Assessment Process Symposium 
(Atlanta, 25–26 April 2008) led me to believe that our assessment process will not be 
adequate for ABET purposes at our next visit (2013). ABET is moving towards requiring 
establishment of performance criteria based on direct assessment of student work. While 
direct assessment can take many forms, the trend seems to be toward review of specific 
student work using rubrics to determine degree of Program Outcome achievement. 
 
To achieve the first component of the project, a subset of Program Outcomes will be 
identified for which performance criteria will be established. Aspects of those Program 
Outcomes will be identified, and then program constituents will be consulted to 
determine which three aspects are most appropriate to measure. To achieve the second 
component of the project, specific student work in existing indicator courses that can be 
reviewed for achievement of the selected Program Outcomes aspects will be identified, 
and rubrics to assess degree of achievement in those selected aspects will be developed 
and tested in time for use during the next annual assessment (May 2009). 
 
As well as the performance criteria and rubrics for determining degree of achievement, 
completion of the project should yield lessons learned that can be applied to development 
of performance criteria and assessment rubrics for the remaining Program Outcomes, as 
well as applicability of the approach to other programs (possible publication). 

                                                           
1 In ABET lingo, Program Educational Objectives are “the career and professional accomplishments that the program is preparing 
graduates to achieve,” and Program Outcomes are “what students are expected to know and be able to do by time of graduation.” 
Program Educational Objectives are determined by consultation with program constituents. For the BS Computer Engineering and BS 
Software Engineering programs, constituents have been identified as employers of program graduates, and program alumni. 
2 See, Wilson, Timothy A. (2007), “Use of indicator courses in program outcomes assessment.” Proceedings of the 2007 American 
Society for Engineering Education Southeast Conference, for a description of the process as it stood several years ago. 
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Timeline: 
July 2008 – September 2008:  

• Identify Program Outcomes for which performance criteria are to be 
developed 

• Research and education regarding identifying Outcome aspects for assessment 
• Identify aspects of each Program Outcome that might be independently 

assessed 
October 2008 – December 2008: 

• Consult program constituents to determine three aspects most appropriate to 
assess 

• Research and education regarding rubric design 
January 2009 – March 2009: 

• Development of rubrics to assess achievement of Program Outcome aspects 
• Draft performance criteria for selected Program Outcomes 

April 2009 – June 2009: 
• Test aspects, rubrics, criteria during annual assessment process 
• Assess project according to assessment plan 
• Report test results 
• Identify lessons learned 
• Draft plans for applicability of project results 

 
Assessment plan 
Expected project outcomes: (a) Identification of aspects of selected Program Outcomes 
that can be assessed using rubrics based on recurring student work; (b) development of 
rubrics for assessing the identified aspects; (c) performance criteria for achievement of 
the selected Program Outcomes utilizing results of the rubrics. 
 
How project outcomes align with overall student learning outcomes and desired program 
outcomes: Appropriately chosen Program Outcome aspects should facilitate identifying 
areas where each program can be improved. 
 
Determination of success of each project outcome: Success is binary: Aspects are either 
identified or not; rubrics are either developed or not; performance criteria are either 
articulated or not. 
 
Assessment instrument: The assessment instrument for this project will be a text report 
describing the identified aspects, developed rubrics, and articulated performance criteria. 
 
Individual responsible for collecting assessment data: Tim Wilson 
 
How data will be used for continuous process improvement: As noted under the 
alignment section above, identifying (with the help of program constituents) the most 
relevant aspects of Program Outcomes should facilitate identifying what most needs 
improvement in the program. 
 
  



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [792.000 1224.000]
>> setpagedevice


