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•  1993 Summer EAC Meeting  -- voted to hold 
winter meeting to determine if and how criteria 
should change 

 
•  1994 EAC Winter Meeting -- voted unanimously 

to change and start with “clean page” 
 
•  1994 Summer -- ABET/NSF/Industry-sponsored 

workshops on criteria, process and participation 
 
•  1995 March -- first draft developed and published 

for comment 



•  1995 July -- EAC modified and approved EC2000 
First Edition 

 
•  1995 November -- ABET Board approved for 

Review and Comment 
 
•  1996 Spring -- technical societies developed draft 

program criteria 
 
•  1996 July -- EAC approved draft program criteria 

with more editing expected 



•  1996 November -- ABET Board voted final approval 
of general criteria with three year phase in to begin fall 
1998, and approved program criteria for review and 
comment 

 
•  1997 Spring -- technical societies revised program 

criteria 
 
•  1997 July -- EAC approved revised program criteria 
 
•  1997 November -- ABET Board voted final approval to 

program criteria 



1996 Fall -- Pilot Visits – two institutions, 14 programs 
 
1997 Spring -- developed draft Self-Study Instructions 
 
1997 Fall – Pilot Visits – three institutions, 16 programs 
 
1998 Fall -- First round phase-in visits - 12 institutions, 54 programs  
 
1999 Fall -- Second round phase-in visits – 46 institutions, 249 programs 
 
2000 Fall -- Third round phase-in visits – 48 institutions, 270 programs 
 
2001 Fall – required for all programs 51 institutions, 299 programs 
 
2002 Fall – required for all programs 79 institutions, 331 programs 
 



•  1997 January -- technical societies agree to use core 
Program Evaluator training materials 

 
•  1997 March -- first evaluator training conducted 
 
•  1997 July EAC Meeting -- Team Chair training 
 
•  1997 Fall -- training materials revised 
 
•  1998 Spring -- training materials revised 
 
•  1999 Fall -- more than 600 Program Evaluators trained 



Engineering Criteria 2000 

What Were the 
Drivers? 



 We Needed a Catalyst For 
Change 

§  Proliferation of Criteria 

§  Need for Innovation in Programs 

§  Prescriptive Nature of Criteria 

§  Industry Call for Change 



We were going to spend less time examining 
what students were taught, 

 
And spend more time assessing what they 

learned. 
 



Institutions and Programs were to define mission 
and objectives to meet the needs of  their 
constituents – thus enabling program 
differentiation 
 
Emphasis on outcomes – preparation for 
professional practice 
 
Programs demonstrate how criteria and 
educational objectives are being met 
 



§  Practice of continuous improvement 
§  Input of Constituencies 
§  Process focus 
§  Outcomes and Assessment Linked to 

Objectives 
§  Knowledge, skills, and behaviors required 

for entry into the profession 
§  Student, faculty, facilities, institutional 

support, and financial resource issues linked 
to Program Objectives 

  



Accreditation  
Council ABET Board 

Applied 
Science 
Accreditation 
Commission 

70 accredited 
programs at 53 
institutions 

Computing 
Accreditation 
Commission 

365 accredited  
programs at 291 
institutions 

Engineering 
Accreditation 
Commission 

2140 accredited 
programs at 442 
institutions 

  

632 accredited 
 programs at 216 
institutions 

Engineering 
Technology 
Accreditation 
Commission 

2012 Organizational Structure 

Industry Advisory 
Council 

Academic Advisory 
Council Global Council 

Committees 



Who are our constituencies? 
What services do we provide? 
Do constituencies understand our objectives? 
What services, facilities and policies must be 
present if we are to satisfy our constituencies? 
Do our suppliers and institutional leadership 
understand and support our needs? 



What steps do we perform to provide our 
services? 
How do we measure our results? 
How do we use these results to continuously 
improve the services we provide? 
Are we achieving our objectives and 
improving? 
Are our constituencies satisfied? 



Assessment of inputs & process only 
establishes the “capability” or “capacity” of a 
program 
 
Assessment of “outcomes” determines what is 
accomplished with that capability 



1.  Students 
2.  Program Educational Objectives 
3.  Student Outcomes 
4.  Continuous Improvement 
5.  Curriculum 
6.  Faculty 
7.  Facilities 
8.  Institutional Support 



Each program must satisfy applicable Program 
Criteria which may, depending upon the 
commission, amplify: 

Objectives 
Outcomes 
Curricular topics 
Faculty qualifications 
 

Must satisfy all Program Criteria implied by title 
of program 



08-09 First year of three-year phase-in 
01-02 Applied to all programs evaluated that year 
02-03 Criterion 5 change provides for faculty involvement in 

assessment and continuous improvement processes 
04-05 Changes to Criteria 2, 3 and 5  
05-06 Changes to Criteria 1, 2, 3, and 4 
08-09 Renumbered criteria with new Criterion 4 (first step to 

harmonization) 
09-10 First year of harmonized criteria; changes to definitions and 

Criterion 5 
10-11 Change Criterion 5 to define basic sciences 



§  First inclusion of definitions of Program 
Educational Objectives and Student 
Outcomes imbedded in Criteria 2 and 3 

§  Deletion of list of possible assessment 
methods in Criterion 3 

§  Bring back from old criteria definitions of 
engineering science and engineering design 



§  Changed Criterion 1 to include student 
performance language. 

§  Changed Criterion 2 to require “extent” to 
which PEOs are “attained.” 

§  Changed Criterion 3  to require “degree to 
which” program outcomes are “achieved.” 

§  Moved requirement of realistic constraints from 
Criterion 4(Curriculum) to Criterion 3 outcome 
(c). 

§  Moved and altered major design experience 
requirement in Criterion 4(Curriculum) 



§  Expanded and changed definitions to include 
Program Educational Objectives, Student 
Outcomes, Assessment and Evaluation 

§  Added new Criterion 4 that requires 
Continuous Improvement processes for both 
Program Educational Objectives and Student 
Outcomes … including assessment of the 
extent to which they are attained 



Criteria Common to all 
Commissions 

1. Student 
2. Prog Educ Objectives 

 
4. Continuous Improvement 

 
 

7. Facilities 
8. Institutional Support 

Commission-specific  
Criteria 

 
 

3. Student Outcomes 
 

5. Curriculum 
6. Faculty 

 
 

Program Criteria 



§  09-10:  definition of PEO back to “a few 
years after graduation.” 

§  09-10:  definition of Assessment to include 
“direct and indirect measures.” 

§  09-10:  basis for credit hour calculation 
included in Criterion 5. 

§  10-11:  defined basic sciences in Criterion 5 
as “biological, chemical and physical 
sciences.” 



Overview 
2 six-year cycles after EC2000 introduced by EAC 
Ø  EAC remains aware of questions and concerns raised 

regarding Criteria 2, 3 and 4 and is in the process of 
considering different paths of resolution 

Ø  Withhold becoming too critical of our experience of 
the past 10-15 years … pause and remember: 
§  not only how we got to where we are 
§  the positive results that have been realized during 

this time 
24 



Ø  EC2000 was a response to demands from industry 
that our engineering accreditation criteria be 
changed to assure graduates are better prepared for 
practice, e.g. 
§  to have good communication skills 
§  demonstrate ability to work on teams 
§  be more aware of industry standards and 

regulatory requirements 
§  become generally more aware of good design 

processes and practices 
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Overview 
2 six-year cycles after EC2000 introduced by EAC 



Ø  EC2000 was also a response to engineering deans 
and faculty demands to: 
§  allow programs greater flexibility in curriculum 

design 
§  remove highly prescriptive curriculum 

requirements 
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Overview 
2 six-year cycles after EC2000 introduced by EAC 



Ø  EC2000 responded to these demands by requiring 
each program faculty to: 
§  develop relationships directly with employers, 

alumni, and others who could “educate” the faculty 
about what program graduates are expected to do 
after graduation via Criterion 2  
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Overview 
2 six-year cycles after EC2000 introduced by EAC 



Ø  Today all engineering programs have such 
relationships and we see the results in many ways 
including the quality of design projects, with many 
being closely tied to industry.   

Ø  Before EC2000 most industry advisory groups 
operated at the dean’s level and were viewed as fund 
raising tools 

28 

Overview 
2 six-year cycles after EC2000 introduced by EAC 



Ø  ABET member societies have taken the lead in the 
introduction of “outcomes based assessment” of 
technology programs  

Ø  This has become the preferred approach by program 
accreditors in most disciplines here in the U.S. and 
abroad 
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