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AGENDA –  

 
1.   Approval of the April Minutes ................................................................... K. Johnson 
2.   Discussion of Annual Reports .............................................. J. Smith and K. Johnson 
3.   PRAC Grant Report ....................................................................................Mark Urtel 
4.   Discussion of PRAC Members’ Survey................................ K. Johnson and J. Smith  
5.   Update on PRAC Year-End Report .......................................................... K. Johnson 
6. Report on ABET Criteria Study ......................................................................T. Banta 
7.   Adjournment.............................................................................................. K. Johnson  
 

 
MINUTES –  

 
Members Present: Drew Appleby, Rachel Applegate, Trudy Banta, Karen Black, Polly Boruff-
Jones, Katie Busby, William Crabtree, Andrew Gavrin, Michele Hansen, Linda Houser, Karen 
Janke, Karen Johnson, Susan Kahn, Joyce Mac Kinnon, Howard Mzumara, Joanne Orr, 
Kenneth Rennels (Elaine Cooney), Joshua Smith, Russell Vertner, Debra Winikates, Marianne 
Wokeck, Charles Yokomoto and Betty Jones. 
 
Guests Present: Mark Urtel  
 
Minutes from the April meeting were approved without correction. 
 
Discussion of Annual Reports 
K. Johnson opened the meeting  by asking PRAC members to talk about annual reports.  
Specifically, she asked members to describe how the reports were utilized in the units. J. Mac 
Kinnon described the annual report as a component of their larger strategic planning report. L. 
Houser indicated that the report was shared with the School’s administrative team, but not the 
faculty at large. The findings of the annual report tend to reinforce what faculty already know 
from other assessment evidence. M. Hansen indicated that University College asks for an 
extension so they can incorporate GPA, retention, and other spring outcome data. D. Appleby 
opened a line of comments about how the annual reports support program review. He 
suggested that annual assessment reports would be more prominent in the reviews if 
departments made them available to the external/internal review team. K. Johnson echoed that 
sentiment and stated that during the English review, she inserted a link to the PRAC reports.  
 
T. Banta inquired about the relationship between assessment work, PRAC member 
communication, and decisions about curriculum and instruction. Several members described 
built-in or ad hoc mechanisms for data-informed decision making around curricular issues. For 
example, R. Vertner talked about how the Kelley School of Business faculty have incorporated 



PULs in the curriculum with a business spin. The Kelley Undergraduate Policy Committee 
looked at PUL assessment results and made changes in some course content and alignment. In 
February, there is an accreditation visit, which further facilitates the core campus relationship 
with IUB. He spoke about the strength of having a committee designated specifically to facilitate 
assessment initiatives. Other units including Engineering, Science, and University College 
reported that they had formal or informal assessment committees.  
 
PRAC Grant Report 
Mark Urtel reported the findings from his PRAC grant. He examined similarities and differences 
between students who completed H363 via distance or face-to-face delivery. Several years ago 
he was asked to develop an online course to help increase FTEs for his unit. He discovered that 
in the first few semesters, there was a bimodal distribution of grades in distance courses: lots of 
As and Fs. The major findings of the study demonstrate that for first-year students in distance 
education, grades were significantly lower and DFW rates higher than for first-year students in 
the face-to-face condition. Additionally, African-American students underperformed in the 
distance education condition.  PRAC members asked both methodological and pedagogical 
questions to understand better the current results and how they are informing future course 
offerings. 
 
PRAC Member Survey 
K. Johnson led a discussion about the PRAC member survey that was conducted at the last 
meeting. T. Banta reiterated the catalyst for the survey—a study of assessment of general 
education at several institutions, including IUPUI, conducted by Richard Shavelson of Stanford 
University.  S. Kahn created a survey based on sections from the Shavelson report to get a 
better handle on the local perspective. K. Johnson was concerned with faculty responses to 
items 2, 5, 6, & 7 and inquired how PRAC might look forward to increasing faculty 
understanding, visibility, and ownership of assessment at IUPUI. R. Vertner suggested that a 
monthly or bimonthly brown bag luncheon to discuss assessment strategy, process, and 
success might help colleagues not in PRAC to see/hear more about PRAC. C. Yokomoto added 
that effective assessment is a lot of work and until IUPUI faculty realize that assessment should 
be as valued as teaching and research, not much will change. M. Wokeck pointed out that 
communication was a real problem and that access to PRAC reports is difficult. She suggested 
a more intentional public relations effort that clearly makes a connection between IUPUI and the 
role of PRAC. The conversation ended with a consensus that a more concerted effort to 
recognize the importance of assessment is necessary at all levels (unit, school, and university).  
 
Report on the Effectiveness of ABET Criteria 
T. Banta recognized C. Yokomoto’s retirement, noting his unwavering commitment to 
assessment and leadership on PRAC. She thought it appropriate to end the year with sharing 
the results of a path-breaking report from ABET. It demonstrates how assessment makes a 
difference in students’ learning outcomes. Penn State conducted a four-year study to reflect the 
impact of the ABET shift to accreditation based on learning outcomes assessment as opposed 
to looking primarily at curriculum and courses. Results are based on feedback from employers, 
200 program chairs, 3,000 faculty, 40 Deans, 1994 and 2004 graduates (13,000 each) and 
1,600 employers. Chairs/faculty reported seeing increased skill and knowledge on the learning 
outcomes, including increased active learning. Employers stated that 2004 graduates are better 
prepared on several indicators, particularly on learning outcomes defined in the new ABET 
standards. The study represents the first large scale study that shows clearly the benefits of 
effective assessment in improving student learning. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 3:07 p.m. 



(h) the broad education necessary to understand the impact of engineering solutions in a

global and societal context

(i) a recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in life-long learning

(j) a knowledge of contemporary issues

(k) an ability to use the techniques, skills, and modern engineering tools necessary for

engineering practice.

Each program must have an assessment process with documented results. Evidence must be

given that the results are applied to the further development and improvement of the pro-

gram. The assessment process must demonstrate that the outcomes important to the mission

of the institution and the objectives of the program, including those listed above, are being

measured. Evidence that may be used includes, but is not limited to the following: student

portfolios, including design projects; nationally-normed subject content examinations; alumni

surveys that document professional accomplishments and career development activities;

employer surveys; and placement data of graduates.

Criterion 4. Professional Component

The professional component requirements specify subject areas appropriate to engineering

but do not prescribe specific courses. The engineering faculty must assure that the program

curriculum devotes adequate attention and time to each component, consistent with the

objectives of the program and institution. Students must be prepared for engineering practice

through the curriculum culminating in a major design experience based on the knowledge

and skills acquired in earlier course work and incorporating engineering standards and realis-

tic constraints that include most of the following considerations: economic; environmental;

sustainability; manufacturability; ethical; health and safety; social; and political. The profes-

sional component must include:

(a) one year of a combination of college level mathematics and basic sciences (some with

experimental experience) appropriate to the discipline

(b) one and one-half years of engineering topics, consisting of engineering sciences and

engineering design appropriate to the student's field of study

(c) a general education component that complements the technical content of the cur-

riculum and is consistent with the program and institution objectives.

Criterion 5. Faculty

The faculty is the heart of any educational program. The faculty must be of sufficient num-

ber; and must have the competencies to cover all of the curricular areas of the program. There

must be sufficient faculty to accommodate adequate levels of student-faculty interaction, stu-

dent advising and counseling, university service activities, professional development, and

interactions with industrial and professional practitioners, as well as employers of students.

The faculty must have sufficient qualifications and must ensure the proper guidance of the

program and its evaluation and development. The overall competence of the faculty may be

judged by such factors as education, diversity of backgrounds, engineering experience, teach-
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ing experience, ability to communicate, enthusiasm for developing more effective programs,

level of scholarship, participation in professional societies, and registration as Professional

Engineers.

Criterion 6. Facilities

Classrooms, laboratories, and associated equipment must be adequate to accomplish the pro-

gram objectives and provide an atmosphere conducive to learning. Appropriate facilities must

be available to foster faculty-student interaction and to create a climate that encourages pro-

fessional development and professional activities. Programs must provide opportunities for

students to learn the use of modern engineering tools. Computing and information infrastruc-

tures must be in place to support the scholarly activities of the students and faculty and the

educational objectives of the institution.

Criterion 7. Institutional Support and Financial Resources

Institutional support, financial resources, and constructive leadership must be adequate to

assure the quality and continuity of the engineering program. Resources must be sufficient to

attract, retain, and provide for the continued professional development of a well-qualified fac-

ulty. Resources also must be sufficient to acquire, maintain, and operate facilities and equip-

ment appropriate for the engineering program. In addition, support personnel and institution-

al services must be adequate to meet program needs.

Criterion 8. Program Criteria

Each program must satisfy applicable Program Criteria (if any). Program Criteria provide the

specificity needed for interpretation of the basic level criteria as applicable to a given disci-

pline. Requirements stipulated in the Program Criteria are limited to the areas of curricular

topics and faculty qualifications. If a program, by virtue of its title, becomes subject to two or

more sets of Program Criteria, then that program must satisfy each set of Program Criteria;

however, overlapping requirements need to be satisfied only once.
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ABET Member Societies

American Academy of Environmental Engineers (AAEE)

American Congress on Surveying and Mapping (ACSM)

American Industrial Hygiene Association (AIHA)

American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, Inc. (AIAA)

American Institute of Chemical Engineers (AIChE)

American Nuclear Society (ANS)

American Society for Engineering Education (ASEE)

American Society of Agricultural and Biological Engineers (ASABE)

American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE)

American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers, Inc. (ASHRAE)

American Society of Mechanical Engineers (ASME)

American Society of Safety Engineers (ASSE)

Biomedical Engineering Society (BMES)

CSAB, Inc.

Health Physics Society  (HPS)

Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, Inc. (IEEE)

Institute of Industrial Engineers, Inc. (IIE)

ISA-The Instrumentation, Systems, and Automation Society (ISA)

Materials Research Society (MRS)

The Minerals, Metals, and Materials Society (TMS)

National Council of Examiners for Engineering and Surveying (NCEES)

National Institute of Ceramic Engineers (NICE)

National Society of Professional Engineers (NSPE)

Society of Automotive Engineers (SAE)

Society of Manufacturing Engineers (SME)

Society for Mining, Metallurgy, and Exploration, Inc. (SME-AIME)

Society of Naval Architects and Marine Engineers (SNAME)

Society of Petroleum Engineers (SPE)

Leadership and Quality Assurance 
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