
A Draft Statement presenting the findings of the recent evaluation by the Engineering Technology Accreditation 

Commission of ABET is enclosed.  Your institution is invited to submit a written response to this Draft 

Statement within thirty days following the receipt of this letter.  Institutions are encouraged to submit their 
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only indications of good intent are given, the effectiveness of the corrective action cannot always be presumed;  

in such cases, evaluation by the Commission at the time of the next evaluation may be required. 

Your institution’s response to the Draft Statement will be carefully reviewed by the Commission, and 

accreditation decisions will be determined by the Commission during its Summer Meeting in July.  You should 

expect to receive official notification of accreditation actions together with the Final Statement during the period 

from mid-August to mid-September. 

Neither the presence nor absence of a stated, projected accreditation action in any program discussion 

commits the Commission to a particular final action.  The official accreditation action for each program is taken 

by vote of the entire Commission at its Summer Meeting following consideration of the team’s findings along 

with the institution’s response to the Draft Statement. 
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The statement that follows consists of two parts:  the first addresses the overall institution 

and its engineering technology operation, and the second addresses the individual engineering 

technology programs.  Accreditation actions taken by ETAC of ABET will be based upon the 

findings summarized in this statement and will depend on the range of compliance or non-

compliance with ABET criteria, policies, and procedures.  The range can be construed from the 

following definitions for findings: 

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 evaluation. 

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 which does not relate directly to the 

accreditation action but is offered to assist the institution in its continuing efforts to improve its 

programs. 
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CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 

Ellensburg, WA 

 

 

 

INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS AFFECTING 

 

THE ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY UNIT 

 

 

Introduction 

 The Engineering Technology Accreditation Commission (ETAC) of ABET has 

completed an evaluation review of the Progress Report submitted for the baccalaureate degree 

programs in  

 Electronics Engineering Technology 

 Mechanical Engineering Technology 

of Central Washington University.  This review was made to evaluate progress by these 

programs in addressing findings identified in the Final General Review Statement  from ETAC 

(formerly TAC) of ABET dated August 6, 2012.  The extent to which those previous findings 

have been resolved has been evaluated using the 2011-12 ABET Criteria for Accrediting 

Engineering Technology Programs and the 2011-12 ABET Accreditation Policy and Procedure 

Manual.  

 

Institutional Observation  

 Policy:  Accreditation Policy and Procedure Manual (APPM) II.A.6, Public Release of 

Accreditation Information by the Institution, states, “Institution catalogs and similar publications 

must clearly indicate the programs accredited by the commissions of ABET as separate and 
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distinct from any other programs or kinds of accreditation. Each accredited program must be 

specifically identified as “accredited by the _________ Accreditation Commission of ABET, 

http://www.abet.org.”  

 The Technology Accreditation Commission (TAC) officially changed its name to the 

Engineering Technology Accreditation Commission (ETAC) on March 24, 2012. All 

publications and communications that refer to “TAC” should be changed to “ETAC.”  Each 

accredited engineering technology program must be specifically identified as “accredited by the 

Engineering Technology Accreditation Commission of ABET, http://www.abet.org.” 

  

 

 

 

http://www.abet.org/
http://www.abet.org/
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PROGRAM EVALUATION 

ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY 

Baccalaureate Degree 

 

Introduction 

 The Program Criteria for Electrical/Electronics(s) Engineering Technology and Similarly 

Named Programs as published in the 2011-12 ABET Criteria for Accrediting Engineering 

Technology Programs also were used to evaluate this program. Findings in meeting provisions of 

the ETAC criteria or policies are described below. 

 

Program Weaknesses  

1.  Previous Finding:  Criterion 2. Program Educational Objectives states, "Each program 

must have in place: ... a documented process by which the program educational objectives are 

determined and periodically evaluated based on the needs of the constituencies served by the 

program ..." The 2011 Final General Review Statement reported that there was no evidence that 

input from constituencies is being used to determine and periodically evaluate the program 

educational objectives. Documentation of the process for determining the program educational 

objectives showed input solely from program faculty. Meeting notes for the industrial advisory 

committee did not indicate any input by that committee regarding educational objectives. 

Members of the industrial advisory committee indicated that they were not asked to provide 

input. There was no documentation that the program educational objectives were being evaluated 

to confirm their validity. Without evaluation by and input from its constituencies, the program 

cannot determine if its program educational objectives are appropriate in meeting the needs of 

the organizations served by its graduates. In the 2011 due process, the program reported that it is 
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working with the university's Associate Vice President to develop methods of evaluating the 

program educational objectives. The industrial advisory committee was meeting during the 

spring semester of 2010 to discuss program educational objectives. The results of these efforts 

would be provided upon completion. The industrial advisory committee agreed with the finding, 

but has not yet met to discuss or make decisions on the program educational objectives or the 

review process. There were plans to do so in the fall of 2011 after a new faculty member arrived. 

The finding remained a Weakness until the program demonstrated that it has in place a 

documented process by which its program educational objectives were determined and 

periodically evaluated based on the needs of constituencies served by the program. 

Progress:  The program responded that to correct this weakness, the program was reviewed in the 

fall of 2012, with the industrial advisory council concurring with the academic advisory council 

to recommend removal of the specializations within the program.  Further suggestions from the 

committee resulted in the introduction of power generation and distribution sequence in the 

curriculum and the integration of motor controls with programmable logic controllers. The 

program has not provided evidence that there is a documented and effective, process involving 

program constituencies for periodic review and revision of the program educational objectives.  

The industrial advisory meeting notes stated that the previous accreditation visit findings were 

presented. The notes did not provide any evidence of the program educational objectives being 

reviewed.  

Status:  This finding remains a Weakness until the program demonstrated that it has in place a 

documented and effective process involving program constituencies for the periodic review and 

revision of these  program educational objectives.  
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2.  Previous Finding:  Criterion 3. Program Outcomes states, "Each program must 

demonstrate that graduates have: ... [i] an ability to understand professional, ethical, and social 

responsibilities, [j] a respect for diversity, and a knowledge of contemporary professional, 

societal, and global issues related to the discipline, [k] a commitment to quality, timeliness, and 

continuous improvement." The 2011 Final General Review Statement reported that there was no 

evidence of instruction in or evaluation of student knowledge related to professional, ethical and 

social responsibilities; there was no evidence of instruction in or evaluation of student 

knowledge related to respect for diversity; and there was little evidence that instruction is being 

provided on societal and global issues. Metrology and calibration issues are included in a course 

on quality, but there was no evidence of a commitment to quality, timeliness, or continuous 

improvement by graduates. The learned attributes in Criterion 3[i], [j], and [k] are important 

considerations in the modem work-place and without that knowledge, graduates will be not be 

prepared for employment in a global workforce. The university has a general education course 

requirement that includes the attributes of Criterion 3 [i], [j], and [k], and the Electrical 

Engineering Technology program is working with the Associate Vice President to document the 

assessment of those attributes. While Criterion 3 [i], [j], and [k] were assessed in 2010 and 2011 

in several courses, both the industrial advisory committee and department chair have identified 

issues in the data collection. Assessments of these attributes were not provided. In the 2011 due 

process, the program reported that since the 2009 visit they have improved their assessment 

feedback procedures, further refined their continuous quality improvement procedures, and 

developed better relations with and use of, their industry advisory committee. However the 

progress made in remedying this weakness has not yet taken full effect. The finding remained a 
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Weakness until the program demonstrated that its graduates had the attributes defined in 

Criterion 3 [i], [j], and [k]. 

Progress:  The program reported  that three faculty members attended the ABET Assessment 

Workshop in spring of 2013  in Portland,  Oregon to develop an assessment strategy to satisfy 

the attributes of Criterion 3 [i], [j], and [k].  However,  no  evidence was provided to fully 

address this finding.  

Status:  The finding remains a Weakness until the program demonstrated that its graduates had 

the attributes  as required by in the Criterion 3 [i], [j], and [k]. 

3.  Previous Finding:  Criterion 4. Continuous Improvement states, "The program must use 

a documented process incorporating relevant data to regularly assess its program educational 

objectives and program outcomes, and to evaluate the extent to which they are being met. The 

results of these evaluations ... must be used to effect continuous improvement of the program 

through a documented plan." The 2011 Final General Review Statement reported that while there 

was a continuous improvement plan presented in the Self-Study Report, it did not delineate 

responsibility or incorporate metrics. Several of the learned attributes in Criterion 3 were 

assessed, but data from that assessment had not been evaluated. Program changes were being 

made, but it was unclear how or whether those changes were based on systematic assessment and 

evaluation. Without documented processes that provide relevant data to regularly assess 

educational objectives and program outcomes, the process is ineffective in determining when 

changes are necessary. The program reports that data from student work is now being 

systematically gathered in several courses. The review process is still under development, and 

the industrial advisory committee will be consulted in fall 2011 to finalize a review process that 

is manageable. In the 2011 due process, the program reported that since the 2009 visit they have 
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improved their assessment feedback procedures, further refined their continuous quality 

improvement procedures, and developed better relations with, and use of, their industry advisory 

committee. However the progress made in remedying this weakness has not yet taken full effect. 

The finding remained a Weakness until the program demonstrated (1) that it is using a 

documented process to regularly assess its program educational objectives and program 

outcomes and to evaluate the extent to which they were met, and (2) that results were being used 

to effect continuous improvement of the program. 

Progress:  The program responded that to remedy this action item, the program was modified at 

the guidance of the Academic Affairs Committee to eliminate the specializations offered and 

provide a general Electronics Engineering Technology degree with elective sequences that allow 

for focus areas in computer engineering technology, instrumentation and control, or power 

generation and distribution. The focus areas were selected based on input from the industrial 

advisory council.     

Status:  The Engineering Technology Accreditation Commission notes that an approved change 

to the 2013-2014 Criteria for Accrediting Engineering Technology Programs removes the 

requirement for assessing and evaluating the extent to which the program educational objectives 

are attained.   Instruction from the ABET Board of Directors concerning implementation of this 

change renders a portion of this shortcoming moot in the future.  No further action is expected 

from the program relative to assessment and evaluation of the extent to which program education 

objectives are attained. 

 The part of the weakness pertaining to student outcomes remains unresolved and will be 

focus of the next review. In preparation for this review ETAC anticipates appropriate 

documentation to demonstrate that the program is assessing and evaluating the extent to which 
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student outcomes are being attained and that the results are systematically utilized as input for 

the continuous improvement of the program. This finding remains a Weakness. 

 

Program Concern  

  Previous Finding:  Criterion 8. Support states, "An advisory committee representing the 

organizations that employ graduates must be utilized to advise the program in establishing, 

achieving, and assessing its goals. The committee must periodically review program curricula 

and provide advisement on current and future needs of the technical fields in which graduates are 

employed." The 2011 Final General Review Statement reported that industrial advisory 

committee meetings are held at least yearly. Due to the distance many of the committee members 

have to travel, some of the contacts are by telephone. The advisory committee appears to be 

engaged with the program and its members are excited about the program. However, there is 

limited documentation of committee activities and there is no indication that the industrial 

advisory committee is providing advisement on the current and future needs of the program. The 

program cites industrial advisory committee actions as justification for almost all curriculum 

changes, yet there is no record of those advisory committee actions. The program is developing 

policies for the activities and documentation of the industry advisory committee. This 

documentation and board minutes from the spring 2010 meeting will be provided upon 

completion. Members of the industrial advisory committee have expressed interest in defining a 

collaborative process that can be adequately documented that does not require travel. The 

process is not completed and no data were provided. In the 2011 due process, the program 

reported that since the 2009 visit they have improved their assessment feedback procedures, 

further refined their continuous quality improvement procedures, and developed better relations 
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with, and use of, their industry advisory boards. However the progress made in remedying this 

weakness has not yet taken full effect. The finding remained a Concern until the program 

demonstrated that it was (1) using an advisory committee representing the organizations that 

employ graduates, (2) that the committee is advising the program in establishing, achieving, and 

assessing its goals, and (3) that committee is periodically reviewing program curricula and 

providing advisement on Current and future needs of the technical fields in which graduates are 

employed. 

Progress: The program is meeting regularly with the advisory committee from organizations that 

employ graduates. The committee is reviewing the program curriculum and goals. 

Status: This finding is  resolved. 
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PROGRAM EVALUATION 

MECHANICAL ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY 

Baccalaureate Degree 

 

Introduction 

 The Program Criteria for Mechanical Engineering Technology and Similarly Named 

Programs as published in the 2011-12 ABET Criteria for Accrediting Engineering Technology 

Programs also were used to evaluate this program. Findings in meeting provisions of the ETAC 

criteria or policies are described below. 

 

Program Weaknesses  

1.  Previous Finding:  Criterion 2. Program Educational Objectives states, "Each program 

must have in place ... a documented process by which the program educational objectives are 

determined and periodically evaluated based on the needs of constituencies served by the 

program ...."  The 2011 Final General Review Statement reported that the only evidence of 

evaluation of program educational objectives was an alumni survey conducted in 2008 and 2009, 

but results from that survey contained only two responses. Moreover, those survey responses did 

not address achievement of the three program educational objectives. Without an effective 

process for gathering information from alumni and employers, the program cannot determine the 

extent to which its program educational objectives are being achieved. The program responded 

that it is working with the university's associate vice president to develop methods for evaluating 

the program educational objectives. The industrial advisory committee is meeting during the 

sp1ing semester to discuss the program educational objectives. The results of these efforts will 

be provided upon completion. The program plans to "mine" the data contained in the university-
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wide assessment reports generated annually for all programs at Central Washington University. 

This effort is in progress and data from the survey instrument is not available at this time. In the 

2011 due process, the program reported that since the 2009 visit they have improved their 

assessment feedback procedures, further refined their continuous quality improvement 

procedures, and developed better relations with, and use of, their industry advisory committee. 

However the progress made in remedying this weakness has not yet taken full effect. The finding 

remained a Weakness until the program demonstrated that it had a documented process for the 

periodic evaluation of the program educational objectives based on the needs of the 

constituencies’ served by the program. 

Progress: The program responded that the MET Program Educational Objectives and relevant 

data are reviewed by the MET industrial advisory committee (IAC) at semiannual meetings. A 

set of minutes from the most recent meeting was included in the report..  A sample of data that 

was reviewed at the IAC meeting was also presented in the report. .  An example of an actionable 

result of these IAC discussions was the identification of a need for more practical application of 

computer analysis, as discussed by one of the IAC member. The report directed to a Weakness 2 

discussion which in some ways addressed this finding; however, the report does not clearly refer 

to Weakness 2 as stated in the  response. Clarification was requested and the program promised a 

response shortly. ETAC of ABET is awaiting a response. The program states that a plan to 

review the program educational objectives with the industrial advisory board is in place; 

however, the industrial advisory board meeting notes did not provide any evidence of the 

program educational objectives being reviewed. 
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Status: The finding remained a Weakness until the program demonstrated that it had a 

documented and effective process, involving program constituencies, for the periodic review and 

revision of the program educational objectives. 

2.  Previous Finding:  Criterion 4. Continuous improvement states, "The program must use a 

documented process incorporating relevant data to regularly assess its program educational 

objectives and program outcomes, and to evaluate the extent to which they are being met. The 

results of these evaluations ... must be used to effect continuous improvement of the program 

through a documented plan." The 2011 Final General Review Statement reported that the 

program has defined a continuous improvement process, but it is not functional. The process 

relies solely on the Mechanical Engineering Technology Task List and alumni feedback. The 

Task List contains many items over the past three academic years that are still pending resolution 

or implementation, and efforts to solicit alumni feedback have had only minimal response. 

Several of the learned attributes in Criterion 3 had not been evaluated. It was unclear how 

assessment and evaluation were being used to drive program changes. Without relevant data and 

a systematic process to assess the program educational objectives and program outcomes, the 

process is ineffective in determining necessary changes. The program is currently gathering 

documentation to demonstrate that the results of the assessment of educational objectives and 

program outcomes are used to effect continuous improvement of the program. This will include 

documentation on how the process documents and promotes continuous improvement. The 

program reiterated their use of the Mechanical Engineering Technology Task List, university- 

wide continuous assessment reports, and course summaries. However, the data that was provided 

did not demonstrate which measures are collected, how they are assessed, or describe closed loop 

continuous improvement actions and their specific relevance to program educational objectives 
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or program outcomes. In the 2011 due process, the program reported that since the 2009 visit 

they have improved their assessment feedback procedures, further refined their continuous 

quality improvement procedures, and developed better relations with, and use of, their industry 

advisory committee. However the progress made in remedying this weakness has not yet taken 

full effect. The finding remained a Weakness until the program demonstrated (1) that it was 

using a documented process to regularly assess its program educational objectives and program 

outcomes and to evaluate the extent to which they were met, and (2) that the results were being 

used to effect continuous improvement of the program. 

Progress: The program reported numerous examples of assessment and evaluation leading to 

program improvements. The program responded saying that each class has a CQI document, 

reviewing challenges and documenting improvements. Input from alumni and the IAC has 

resulted in a number of changes and revisions to instruction. In the 2011 alumni survey it was 

suggested to emphasize applications of calculus; in Thermodynamics (MET314), it was 

accomplished by class examples and homework assignment with specific heat Cp as a variable 

with a five term polynomial approximation; and integration to find heat load. In Dynamics 

(MET327), in-class examples were added such as performing  integration, impulse, and thus a 

final velocity. This increased calculus emphasis was a direct result of an alumni survey 

comment, and relates to Educational Objective #1. In the IAC discussions about an increased 

emphasis on relevant computer analysis applications led to some revisions in lab activities. For 

Heat Transfer (MET316), a revision to the experiment (new equipment and test samples) allowed 

for more in-depth analysis of the exponential cooling curve of a lumped mass. Students were 

asked to graph the time constant over the course of the experiment (based on data gathered form 

a data logger), and discovered it.  
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Status:  The Engineering Technology Accreditation Commission notes that an approved change 

to the 2013-2014 Criteria for Accrediting Engineering Technology Programs removes the 

requirement for assessing and evaluating the extent to which the program educational objectives 

are attained.   Instruction from the ABET Board of Directors concerning implementation of this 

change renders a portion of this shortcoming moot in the future.  No further action is expected 

from the program relative to assessment and evaluation of the extent to which program education 

objectives are attained. 

 The part of the weakness pertaining to student outcomes remains unresolved and will be 

the focus of the next review. In preparation for this review, ETAC anticipates appropriate 

documentation to demonstrate that the program is assessing and evaluating the extent to which 

student outcomes are being attained and the results are systematically utilized as input for the 

continuous improvement of the program. This finding remains a Weakness. 

 


