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I. Overview
Two years back, assessment activity for academic year 2003/2004 has not been fully engaged because we had only a small number of replies for Exit survey and Thesis Defense questionnaire, which have been the only assessment strategies. Last year in academic year 2004/2005, we have systematically encouraged students and Thesis committee to return the survey and questionnaire, respectively, and as a result was able to get 47 and 59 replies, which was more than double in quantity. However, comparison with the previous year was not meaningful because we did not have many replies in the previous year 2003/2004. This academic year 2005/2006, we continued to encourage students and faculty to turn in the survey and got 39 and 45 replies. The corresponding outcome analysis as well as the trend analysis should be more accurate and meaningful. And, we continue to map survey questions and questionnaires to program outcomes as we started in the previous year 2004/2005. Again, this year, we can not only obtain how much our program achieves the program outcomes but also analyze its trend by comparing them with the previous year’s results resulting in more accurate assessment of our program. 

While the assessment procedure should be an ongoing, spiral process, we were not able to proceed in an appropriate way because we are supposed to submit our assessment report at the end of the academic year that we are assessing. For the assessment report of the previous year 2004/2005, the faculty didn’t have an opportunity to discuss it and we have not received any feedback from the CSU Assessment Office. Here, we’d like to list issues that CSU Assessment Office raised on our 2003/2004 assessment report and describe how we have been addressing them. 
· No evidence that faculty helped set the goals / outcomes – We want to note that the Faculty of Fenn College of Engineering developed and agreed in 1996 on the master program outcomes. 
· Research methods are not clearly defined – As described earlier; we mapped survey questions and questionnaires to program outcomes to clearly define the methods. 
· Only indirect measures are made, More assessment strategies & No action is taken to modify the assessment – We identified this as a key weakness in our assessment study and studied indirect measures through an Assessment Mini Grant in 2005 which was awarded in 2005.

· Refer BSEE assessment activities – We had conversations with the BSEE assessment team to get advices as well as mentoring.
We collaborate with the Graduate Program Committee in our ECE Department to improve the MSEE program based on the feedback from the assessment study. For example, we consider changing the program structure with five specializations of study, which will be particularly useful for non-thesis option students, who we do not think are guided well. Additionally, we are considering (i) creating a way for graduate students to officially speak out about our program and their concerns and (ii) developing a method and process by which the goals/outcomes are modified as a result of assessment. 
II. Goals, Objectives and Outcomes
Program Goals

The goals of MSEE are to provide students with an educational experience which helps them (i) lead fulfilling and productive lives, (ii) assume leading professional roles in industry, (iii) improve their employment and/or career possibilities as engineers upon graduation, (iv) continue their formal education in doctoral programs, and (v) participate in lifelong learning.

Program Objectives

The objectives of MSEE are to:

1. offer a MSEE curriculum that is a balance between theory and practice.

2. offer a MSEE curriculum that meets the current needs of industry

3. obtain teaching and research assistantships for qualified students
4. offer a MSEE curriculum that allows students to improve their employment possibilities after graduation

5. offer a MSEE curriculum that allows students entrance into doctoral programs after graduation

6. secure an adequate budget for the department

7. maintain an adequate level of student enrollment

8. promote faculty research

9. promote faculty teaching effectiveness

10. recruit and retain qualified faculty

Outcomes
The MSEE program at the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering is designed for students to acquire:

(a) a knowledge of advanced engineering analysis and design tools
(b) the ability to use advanced engineering analysis and design tools to design practical systems
(c) the ability to access and use the literature in one’s field
(d) the ability to communicate effectively
III. Student Academic Achievement Assessment Strategies

According to ABET EC2000, the assessment process should be an on-going spiral process that starts with making of the objectives and outcomes, followed by annual assessment of the status of meeting the objectives and outcomes with all educational means, mainly the offering of courses, and based on the assessment findings adjustment of educational practice is made to better meet the objectives and outcomes. This process continues in a spiral manner in the sense that each passing of the process will supposedly result in a higher quality of education that we can offer.  

III.1 Assessment Methods

The six assessment instruments considered by the Fenn College of Engineering are as follows: Student exit questionnaire, Thesis defense questionnaire for thesis committee faculty, Project presentation questionnaire for project faculty, Exit exam, Employer survey and Alumni survey. In this year’s (2005/2006) assessment study, Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering (ECE) used only two assessment strategies as in the last two years (2003/2004 and 2004/2005) out of six: Student exit questionnaire and the Thesis defense questionnaire. However, it is necessary to use other strategies in the following years, as we are exploring this opportunity using the Assessment Mini Grant we have been awarded last year. We plan to develop an indirect measure.  For example, project presentation questionnaire can be easily employed by providing an appropriate form to faculty who teach graduate courses involving class projects. Employer survey and alumni survey are more difficult to use but can be included.

Results collected by the two instruments are compiled and analyzed. Weak points of the curriculum are identified and remedies are proposed. In particular, we are able to observe the trend by comparing results of two consecutive academic years. Some of them are shown to be consistently weak. Some others become worse or better. The compiled results have not been discussed by the department faculty due to time limit but we hope that we can present the results to the faculty so that they can review them and hold discussions about the findings in the future. 
Assessment strategy #1: Student exit questionnaire

This activity is performed every year at the end of each semester. Each graduating master student is asked to fill out a Student Exist Survey form (see below). The forms are distributed and collected by one of the department secretaries. The student is first asked to answer six general questions about quality of the academic program, the courses, and the faculty (Part I). For these six questions, a score from 0 to 5 is selected, with 0 for “poor” and 5 for “excellent”. Then the student is asked to answer 6 questions regarding whether the outcomes of the curriculum are met (Part II). For these six questions, a score from 0 to 5 points is selected, with 5 for “strongly agree”, 1 for “strongly disagree”, and 0 for “no basis for judgment”. At the end, the student is asked to comment on the strength and weakness of the MSEE program and on how the MSEE program could be improved.
Part I:

1. The MSEE program promotes excellence in teaching.

2. The MSEE program promotes excellence in research.

3. The MSEE program provides best qualified faculty and promotes their development.

4. The MSEE program encourages faculty to obtain funds for research and to maintain state of the art laboratories.

5. The MSEE program awards teaching assistantships to the most qualified students.

6. The MSEE program awards research assistantships to the most qualified students.

Part II: 

1. The MSEE students developed a deeper understanding of the principles underlying a particular field of study, as well as those underlying other fields.
2. The MSEE students developed a knowledge of the advanced methods of analysis and synthesis that are more powerful and more generally applicable than those taught at the undergraduate level.
3. The MSEE students developed the ability to independently read and understand the classical and contemporary works that contribute to advancements in the chosen field.
4. The MSEE students developed an insight into the significance and the limitations of the available results and methods, as well as the relationships of each other.
5. The MSEE students developed the capacity, imagination, and courage to contribute to the advancement of the electrical engineering field.
6. The MSEE students developed the ability to make quality written and oral presentations to technically literate audiences.

Part III: Comments on what you feel strongly about the program.
Assessment strategy #2: Thesis Defense Questionnaire
Each member of the student’s thesis committee will fill out a questionnaire immediately after the defense. It consists of 8 questions (see below).
1. Knowledge of advanced engineering analysis and design tools

2. The ability to use advanced engineering analysis and design tools to design practical systems

3. The ability to access and use the literature in one’s field

4. The ability to communicate effectively

a. Quality of the writing style

b. Organization of the written dissertation

c. Organization of the presentation

d. Clarity of language usage

e. Quality of slides
III.2 Outcome/Assessment Matrix

The assessment tools (strategies) include exit survey and Thesis defense questionnaire. The outcomes and the assessment strategies for outcomes are summarized in the following table. It is noted that this mapping matrix is proposed by Dr. Chansu Yu and has not been discussed among the faculty. A better mapping matrix is expected in the next year based on feedbacks from the faculty.
	
	(a) Knowledge of advanced 
engineering analysis and design 
tools
	(b) Ability to use advanced 
engineering analysis and design 
tools to design practical systems
	(c) Ability to access and use the 
literature in one’s field
	(d) Ability to communicate 
effectively

	Student Exit Survey (Part II)
	1. The MSEE students developed a deeper understanding of the principles underlying a particular field of study, as well as those underlying other fields.


	X
	
	
	

	
	2. The MSEE students developed a knowledge of the advanced methods of analysis and synthesis that are more powerful and more generally applicable than those taught at the undergraduate level.


	X
	
	
	

	
	3. The MSEE students developed the ability to independently read and understand the classical and contemporary works that contribute to advancements in the chosen field.


	
	
	X
	

	
	4. The MSEE students developed an insight into the significance and the limitations of the available results and methods, as well as the relationships of each other.


	
	X
	
	

	
	5. The MSEE students developed the capacity, imagination, and courage to contribute to the advancement of the electrical engineering field.


	
	X
	
	

	
	6. The MSEE students developed the ability to make quality written and oral presentations to technically literate audiences.


	
	
	
	X

	Thesis Defense Questionnaire
	1. Knowledge of advanced engineering analysis and design tools
	X
	
	
	

	
	2. The ability to use advanced engineering analysis and design tools to design practical systems
	
	X
	
	

	
	3. The ability to access and use the literature in one’s field


	
	
	X
	

	
	4. The ability to communicate effectively


	
	
	
	X


IV. Assessment of Outcomes
In the academic year 2003/2004, the number of participants for exit and defense survey was so small that we could not make a correct conclusion although assessment result based on exit and defense survey generally showed more than satisfactory outcomes. In 2004/2005, a method was employed to encourage students and faculty to participate in the surveys. More specifically, the number exit survey increased from 10 to 47 (more than four times) and the number defense survey increases from 21 to 59 (more than double). In this academic year 2005/2006, they are 39 (exit survey) and 45 (defense survey). Therefore, we expect the corresponding outcome assessment would be more accurate and meaningful. More importantly, we are now able to perform the trend analysis based on results from two consecutive academic years. 
The following table is a summary of the overall average scores of all outcomes. The overall average score is an average of scores obtained by various assessment tools during two semesters. Scores are percentages that are obtained by normalizing scores to their maximums. The designations are: 90 to 100: Excellent, 80 to 90: Very Good, 70 to 80: Good, 60 to 70: Satisfactory, < 60: unsatisfactory.
	Outcomes
	Overall 
average score 
(percentage)
	Designation
	Average
score 
(04-05)
	Average
score 
(03-04)

	(a) Knowledge of advanced engineering analysis and design tools
	78.6
	Good
	79.5
	86.4

	(b) Ability to use advanced engineering analysis and design tools to design practical systems
	78.9
	Good
	80.1
	86.9

	(c) Ability to access and use the literature in one’s field
	77.6
	Good
	74.4
	81.6

	(d) Ability to communicate effectively
	79.4
	Good
	83.1
	87.0


From the table we can see that, compared to 2003-04’s scores, every item is worse. However, we think that this is simply due to the number of surveys returned. We think that 2003-04 score is inaccurate and does not have a legitimate meaning. Last year (2004-05), scores for outcome (b) and (d) are very good while those for items (a) and (c) are good. This year, scores for all outcomes are good. Score for outcome (c) increases but scores for outcome (a), (b) and (d) decreases. However, since the difference is only 1.1% ~ 4.6%, we can reasonably conclude that we have achieved almost the same level of student learning outcomes during the two consecutive academic years. It is interesting to observe that every item is in the range of 77%~81% (except item (c) and (d) in 2004-05, which are 74.4 and 83.1, respectively). 

Another important thing to note is that item (c) consistently marks the lowest score even though the difference is not large. As we will see in the next section, this is due to the low score in the corresponding item in Thesis defense survey. The reason is that it’s hard for thesis option-students do not have enough time to expose themselves to the relevant literature but follow what their advisors instructed to do. This is in a sense understandable for master students who need to complete their thesis in a semester after three (or more) semesters of course work. One semester is usually not enough to conduct a thorough literature survey as well as experimentations and writing. However, we will discuss this issue in the Faculty meeting and find methods to improve it. 

In the following, detailed scores for each outcome are presented (If an assessment instrument is not used, no entry is entered in the score table.)  Then, conclusions are drawn from the scores and necessary actions are recommended or actions already taken are described.
Outcome (a): Knowledge of advanced engineering analysis and design tools


This outcome is to be realized by all EEC courses and is evaluated based on items 1 and 2 of Exit survey Part II and Thesis survey item 1.


Results of Outcome (a):

	Assessment strategy
	Overall 
average score 
(percentage)
	Designa-

tion
	Average
score 
(04-05)
	Average
score 
(03-04)

	Exit questionnaire Part II, #1

The MSEE students developed a deeper understanding
of the principles underlying a particular field of study,
as well as those underlying other fields
	77.4
	Good
	80.8
	92.0

	Exit questionnaire Part II, #2
The MSEE students developed a knowledge of the 
advanced methods of analysis and synthesis that are 
more powerful and more generally applicable than
those taught at the undergraduate level.
	77.9
	Good
	78.7
	90.0

	Thesis survey #1
Knowledge of advanced engineering analysis and 
design tools
	80.4
	Very good
	79.0
	77.1

	Overall average
	78.6
	Good
	79.7
	86.4


Conclusions and Action Considered:


The overall average score is “good” so that this outcome has been met. The scores from exit survey (77.4 and 77.9) are not much different from thesis survey (80.4). The score from Exit Survey, which reflects the perception of our graduates about their own knowledge, is quite high. The score from Thesis Survey is also high, which reflects the fact that our students’ theses have met this outcome well. Lower scores compared to those in 2003-04 results are again due to the small number of replies in the 2003-04 assessment study.
Outcome (b): Ability to use advanced engineering analysis and design tools to design practical systems


This outcome is to be realized by all EEC courses and is evaluated based on items 4 and 5 of Exit survey Part II and Thesis survey item 2.

Results of Outcome (b):
	Assessment strategy
	Overall 
average score 
(percentage)
	Designa-

tion
	Average
score 
(04-05)
	Average
score 
(03-04)

	Exit questionnaire Part II, #4

The MSEE students developed an insight into the 
significance and the limitations of the available results
and methods, as well as the relationships of each other.
	75.7
	Good
	77.9
	84.0

	Exit questionnaire Part II, #5

The MSEE students developed the capacity, 
imagination, and courage to contribute to the 
advancement of the electrical engineering field.
	76.9
	Good
	81.3
	90.0

	Thesis survey #2

The ability to use advanced engineering analysis and 
design tools to design practical systems
	84.0
	Very good
	81.0
	86.7

	Overall average
	78.9
	Good
	80.1
	86.9


Conclusions and Action Considered:

The overall average score is “good” so that this outcome has been met. The scores from exit survey (75.7 and 76.9) are relatively lower than that from thesis survey (84.0), which is consistently true in the 2004-05 assessment study. This may mean that students who take thesis option evaluate our program better than those who take non-thesis option. But this is just a speculation and we need to investigate further in the future. Again, lower scores compared to those in 2003-04 results are again due to the small number of replies in the 2003-04 assessment study.
Outcome (c): Ability to access and use the literature in one’s field

This outcome is to be realized by all EEC courses and is evaluated based on item 3 of Exit survey Part II and Thesis survey item 3.

Results of Outcome (c):
	Assessment strategy
	Overall 
average score 
(percentage)
	Designa-

tion
	Average
score 
(04-05)
	Average
score 
(03-04)

	Exit questionnaire Part II, #3

The MSEE students developed the ability to 
independently read and understand the classical and contemporary works that contribute to advancements 
in the chosen field.
	81.0
	Very good
	79.2
	88.0

	Thesis survey #3

The ability to access and use the literature in one’s 
field
	74.2
	Good
	69.5
	75.2

	Overall average
	77.6
	Good
	74.4
	81.6


Conclusions and Action Considered:


The overall average score is “good” so that this outcome has been met. The score from exit survey (81.0) is much higher than that from thesis survey (74.2), which means that students who take thesis option are evaluated less competent than those who take non-thesis option. (The same trend was observed in the 2004-05 assessment study.) However, we’d like to explain it this way: Thesis option students are directly evaluated in this regard because their theses include related work while non-thesis option students are not. Thesis option-students usually do not have enough time to expose themselves to the relevant literature but follow what their advisors instructed to do. This is in a sense understandable for master students who need to complete their thesis in a semester after three (or more) semesters of course work. One semester is usually not enough to conduct a thorough literature survey as well as experimentations and writing. However, we will discuss this issue in the Faculty meeting and find methods to improve it. 
Outcome (d): Ability to communicate effectively

This outcome is to be realized by all EEC courses and is evaluated based on item 6 of Exit survey Part II and Thesis survey items 4.a-4.e.

Results of Outcome (d):

	Assessment strategy
	Overall 
average score 
(percentage)
	Designa-

tion
	Average
score 
(04-05)
	Average
score 
(03-04)

	Exit questionnaire Part II, #6

The MSEE students developed the ability to make 
quality written and oral presentations to technically 
literate audiences.
	76.9
	Good
	82.6
	90.0

	Thesis survey #4

The ability to communicate effectively
	81.9
	Very good
	83.6
	84.0

	Overall average
	79.4
	Good
	83.1
	87.0


Conclusions and Action Considered:


The overall average score is “good” so that this outcome has been met. 
The score from exit survey (76.9) is much lower than that from thesis survey (81.9), which is in contrast to the observation we made in the previous outcome. This is not necessarily true in the 2004-05 assessment study as shown in the table. We will take a careful look at the next year’s assessment result to see whether this trend continues. Generally speaking, communication skills are highly evaluated both by faculty and students themselves. Faculty evaluation should be considered quite accurate because it is based on theses presentations and QA sessions during their theses defense by thesis option students.

In order to see the details of the outcome for communication skills, we analyze the item 4 of Thesis survey, which in fact consists of 5 sub-questions. The first two (item a and b) are related to written communication skill while the last three (item c, d and e) are related to oral commensuration skill. As evident from the table below, the faculty is generally not satisfied with the students’ writing skill based on their theses. Among them, 12% of students are evaluated as “Unsatisfactory” for item a (Quality of writing style). This is clearly a area for improvement. 
	Assessment strategy
	Overall 
average score 
(percentage)
	Designa-

tion
	Average
score 
(04-05)
	Average
score 
(03-04)

	Thesis survey #4: Written communication

a. Quality of the writing style
b. Organization of the written dissertation
	75.2
(Unsatisfac-

tory: 12%)
	Good
	84.1
(2.2%)
	81.9

	Thesis survey #4: Oral communication
c. Organization of the presentation
d. Clarity of language usage

e. Quality of slides
	86.4
(Unsatisfac-

tory: 0.7%)
	Very good
	83.3
(5.2%)
	85.4

	Overall average
	81.9
	Very good
	83.6
	84.0


V. Summary of Assessment Results

According to our assessment strategies, outcomes are assessed by Exit survey and Thesis defense survey. The following is the table that summarizes the results. 
	
	(a) Knowledge of advanced 
engineering analysis and design 
tools
	(b) Ability to use advanced 
engineering analysis and design 
tools to design practical systems
	(c) Ability to access and use the 
literature in one’s field
	(d) Ability to communicate 
effectively
	Average of 2004/2005
(Average of 2003/2004)

	Student Exit Survey (Part II)
	1. The MSEE students developed a deeper understanding of the principles underlying a particular field of study, as well as those underlying other fields.


	X
	
	
	
	77.4

(80.8)

	
	2. The MSEE students developed a knowledge of the advanced methods of analysis and synthesis that are more powerful and more generally applicable than those taught at the undergraduate level.


	X
	
	
	
	77.9

(78.7)

	
	3. The MSEE students developed the ability to independently read and understand the classical and contemporary works that contribute to advancements in the chosen field.


	
	
	X
	
	81.0

(79.2)

	
	4. The MSEE students developed an insight into the significance and the limitations of the available results and methods, as well as the relationships of each other.


	
	X
	
	
	75.7

(77.9)

	
	5. The MSEE students developed the capacity, imagination, and courage to contribute to the advancement of the electrical engineering field.


	
	X
	
	
	76.9

(81.3)

	
	6. The MSEE students developed the ability to make quality written and oral presentations to technically literate audiences.


	
	
	
	X
	76.9

(82.6)

	Thesis Defense Questionnaire
	1. Knowledge of advanced engineering analysis and design tools
	X
	
	
	
	80.4

(79.0)

	
	2. The ability to use advanced engineering analysis and design tools to design practical systems
	
	X
	
	
	84.0

(81.0)

	
	3. The ability to access and use the literature in one’s field


	
	
	X
	
	74.2

(69.5)

	
	4. The ability to communicate effectively


	
	
	
	X
	81.9

(83.6)

	Average of 2004/2005

(Average of 2003/2004)
	78.6

(79.5)
	78.9

(80.1)
	77.6

(74.4)
	79.4

(83.1)
	


VI. Conclusions

From above assessment results and analysis, we can conclude that our Program of Master of Electrical Engineering has met all outcomes in academic year 2005-2006. Scores of outcomes are generally “Good” or “Very good”. The followings are the accomplishments we have made through the assessment study:

· We had only a small number of replies available for assessing the program in 2003/2004 (10 replies for Exit survey and 21 for Thesis Defense questionnaire). This year, we have systematically encouraged students and Thesis committee to return the survey and as a result were able to get 47 and 59 replies, which is much more than double in quantity. The corresponding outcome analysis should be more accurate and meaningful.
· We have mapped survey questions and questionnaires to program outcomes to better assess our students’ learning outcomes.
· From the table we can see that compared to last year, scores are almost consistent for all four outcomes. This enables us to see the effect of certain measures, whatever we will take, by comparing the assessment results.

Areas to be improved are Outcome (c) (ability to access and use the literature in one’s field) and Outcome (d) (Ability to communicate effectively, more specifically written communication skill). This year, we’ll make a consensus among ECE Faculty on Outcome (c) first to design a method through which students can improve their ability to access and use the literature in their area of specialization. While web-based literature survey and CSU library offer a quite satisfactory literature base, we still need some customized way of exposing our students to the literature of their demand. It is recommended the department faculty discuss this issue. 
One important observation we made is: We need to take a close look at how to assess thesis and non-thesis option students. Are they different or similar? As CSU Assessment Office suggested on our 2003/2004 assessment report, we only employed indirect measures and more measures are needed to assess non-thesis option students because Exit survey is the only one strategy to assess them. We identified this as a key weakness in our assessment study and will develop an indirect measure, particularly for non-thesis option MSEE students.
Appendix 1.
Exit Survey Results, Fall 2005-Spring 2006 (39 replies, 47 in 2004-05)

	Outcomes/Criteria for evaluation
	Score*
	Average*

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	

	Part I

	1. The MSEE program promotes excellence in teaching.
	13 (14)
	15 (19)
	6 (9)
	4 (3)
	1 (2)
	0 (0)
	77.9
(77.0)

	2. The MSEE program promotes excellence in research.
	11 (16)
	13 (12)
	10 (8)
	1 (9)
	2 (1)
	2 (1)
	76.2
(74.3)

	3. The MSEE program provides best qualified faculty and promotes their development.
	13 (13)
	16 (22)
	4 (7)
	3 (3)
	3 (1)
	0 (1)
	76.9
(78.7)

	4. The MSEE program encourages faculty to obtain funds for research and to maintain state of the art laboratories.
	5 (11)
	11 (11)
	10 (10)
	4 (4)
	1 (2)
	8 (9)
	69.7
(73.2)

	5. The MSEE program awards teaching assistantships to the most qualified students.
	4 (11)
	5 (11)
	10 (8)
	11 (6)
	0 (6)
	9 (5)
	61.3
(67.1)

	6. The MSEE program awards research assistantships to the most qualified students.
	8 (15)
	9 (9)
	10 (14)
	5 (3)
	1 (5)
	6 (1)
	70.9
(71.3)

	Part II

	1. The MSEE students developed a deeper understanding of the principles underlying a particular field of study, as well as those underlying other fields
	15 (16)
	15 (25)
	2 (0)
	3 (4)
	4 (2)
	0 (0)
	77.4
(80.9)

	2. The MSEE students developed a knowledge of the advanced methods of analysis and synthesis that are more powerful and more generally applicable than those taught at the undergraduate level
	16 (15)
	12 (18)
	5 (8)
	3 (5)
	3 (0)
	0 (1)
	77.9
(78.7)

	3. The MSEE students developed the ability to independently read and understand the classical and contemporary works that contribute to advancements in the chosen field
	17 (20)
	13 (13)
	5 (9)
	2 (2)
	2 (3)
	0 (0)
	81.0
(79.1)

	4. The MSEE students developed an insight into the significance and the limitations of the available results and methods, as well as the relationships of each other
	8 (12)
	18 (24)
	8 (7)
	1 (2)
	2 (2)
	2 (0)
	75.7
(77.9)

	5. The MSEE students developed the capacity, imagination, and courage to contribute to the advancement of the electrical engineering field
	14 (21)
	13 (13)
	6 (8)
	4 (5)
	2 (0)
	0 (0)
	76.9
(81.3)

	6. The MSEE students developed the ability to make quality written and oral presentations to technically literate audiences
	15 (19)
	11 (19)
	7 (6)
	4 (2)
	2 (1)
	0 (0)
	76.9
(82.6)

	Part III

	- Need more computer network courses, Need more power system courses (2), Need more courses like VLSI, Need more advanced courses, Need more software courses, Need more courses
- Thanks for professors and staff

- No idea which research is going on in the department (need mini-conference)

- MSEE program is good (3), The program is very helpful to build skills in EE, Appreciate faculty’s commitment in teaching and research, Professors are highly qualified

Comments in 2004-2005

· Need more advanced courses (3), Need more digital/computer engineering courses, Need more courses in communication field, More computer engineering courses than necessary (2)

· Should have a greater research collaboration with local companies, Want to see more research works on software field, Need better equipment for research, More technical seminars
· Program is good, Learned a lot (5), Teachers are always ready to help, Evening classes are good for working students (2)


* Score: 1: Strongly agree, 5: strongly disagree, 6: no knowledge

* In calculating the average, score of 1 is considered as 100, score of 2 as 80, score of 3 as 60, score of 4 as 40, and score of 5 as 20. Score of 6 is not counted.
* Numbers in the parenthesis are those for 2004/2005.

Appendix 2.
Thesis Defense Questionnaire, Fall 2005-Spring 2006 (45 replies, 59 in 2004-05)
	Objectives/Criteria for evaluation
	Exemplary*
	Satisfactory
	Unsatisfactory
	Average*

	1. Knowledge of advanced engineering analysis and design tools
	23, 51%
(28, 47%)
	22

(31)
	0

(0)
	80.4

(79.0)

	2. The ability to use advanced engineering analysis and design tools to design practical systems
	27, 60%
(32, 54%)
	18

(26)
	0

(1)
	84.0

(81.0)

	3. The ability to access and use the literature in one’s field
	16, 36%
(17, 29%)
	29

(39)
	0

(3)
	74.2

(69.5)

	4. The ability to communicate effectively
	
	
	
	

	a. Quality of the writing style
	21, 47%
(36, 61%)
	16

(22)
	8

(1)
	71.6

(83.7)

	b. Organization of the written dissertation
	24, 53%
(37, 63%)
	18

(21)
	3

(1)
	78.7

(84.4)

	c. Organization of the presentation
	29, 64%
(33, 56%)
	16

(22)
	0

(4)
	85.8

(79.7)

	d. Clarity of language usage
	34, 76%
(36, 61%)
	11

(20)
	0

(3)
	90.2

(82.4)

	e. Quality of slides
	27, 60%
(41, 69%)
	17

(18)
	1

(0)
	83.1

(87.8)


* In calculating the average, Exemplary is considered as 100, Satisfactory as 60, and Unsatisfactory as 20.

* Numbers in parenthesis are those for 2004/2005.

Most of the defense were more than satisfactory in every question item but exemplary cases are 40~71% only. Considering the defense survey was completed by defense committee members, it is partly because of high standard of the faculty members. Exposure to related literature gets the worst score but two unsatisfactory cases were reported in quality of writing style.
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