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INTRODUCTION & DISCUSSION OF STATEMENT 



response period relative to the Computer Engineering (B.S.) and Industrial Engineering (B.S.) 
programs.

INSTITUTIONAL SUMMARY

California State University, East Bay (CSEB) provides access to higher education for a diverse 









Post-30-Day Due-Process Response

The EAC acknowledges receipt of evidence that the constituents provided feedback on the new 

PEOs and that the new PEOs were approved by the Industrial Advisory Board.

Status

The program weakness has been resolved.

Criterion 5. Curriculum2. 

This criterion requires a culminating major engineering design experience that incorporates 
appropriate engineering standards and multiple constraints. The program could not 
demonstrate that engineering standards and constraints were addressed in all projects. By not 
considering engineering standards and constraints in the major design experience, students may 
not be adequately prepared for engineering practice. Thus, strength of compliance with this 

criterion is lacking.

30-Day Due-Process Response

The program submitted plans to have instructors complete a revised Senior Project Evaluation 
form during week 13 of the semester. This form has been revised to explicitly evaluate 
application of constraints and standards. Furthermore, the instructors will evaluate and report 
the nature of the constraints for each project. As these plans have not yet been implemented, 

strength of compliance with this criterion is still lacking.

Status

The program weakness is unresolved. 

Post-30-Day Due-Process Response

The EAC acknowledges receipt of the completed form that evaluates application of constraints 
and standards. Three design reports were submitted for review. Each of the three reports clearly 
indicate the constraints that were applied; however, the use of professional standards was not 
clear. For example, one report stated that ""...OSHA does not constrain unassisted lifting 
limits,...".  However, the report did not specify the appropriate OSHA regulation, did not list 
OSHA in the reference section, and did not cite any other published standard. None of the other 
reports cited any standards. Additionally, the design instructor indicated that students were 
instructed to identify "standard industrial engineering methods and tools" in lieu of standards. 
These methods and tools are identified in the IISE Body of Knowledge. No reference to the IISE 
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Body of Knowledge was contained in any of the design reports or references, so it is not clear if 
students understood that they were meeting the profession's suggested requirements. Without 
incorporating the standards into the major design experience, students may not be prepared to 

enter the profession.  Therefore, strength of compliance with this criterion is still lacking.  

Status

The program weakness is unresolved. In preparation for the next review, the EAC expects 
evidence that thr 
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