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ABSTRACT

Engineering education accreditation addresses evaluation for program outcomes according to educational objectives and
assessment process, which students are expected to obtain by the time of graduation in order to train international competitive
engineers with continuous quality improvement in engineering programs. This paper shows a case study of a program outcomes
assessment system including performance criteria, evaluation process, document system and continuous quality improvement
process and an achievement evaluation by the assessment system for program outcomes in Information Security Program of
Hoseo university.
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Table 1. Correlation between
objectives and program outcomes
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Table 2. Assessment system for program outcomes

Assessment Tools and References Program Outcomes

Assessment Tools References PIO PZO P%O P40 Pr)O P60 P7O PSO Pé) 1;(0)

Oral Test O @) 0 @)

Direct Graduate—.to—b Comprehensive course ojlo| o] o| o] O
Assessment | © Interx@ew Portfolio O|lOo| O] O
(Rubric) -

Interview @) @) @) O O O @) @) @) O
Questionnaire items 4 4 4 4 4 2 4 2 2 4
Indirect Graduate-to-b | Perfect chre 201 20| 20| 20| 20| 10 | 20| 10 | 10 | 20
Assessment e S.urvey‘ Criteria hlgh.(above) 16|16 |16 |16 | 16| 8 | 16 | 8 8 16
questionnaire Grade medium(above) | 12 [ 12| 12 | 12| 12| 6 | 12| 6 | 6 | 12
low(below) 1212|1212 12| 6 | 12 ] 6 6 12

Table 3. Assessment and evaluation process of the 1st program outcome

Tools Direct Assessment(Interview) Indirect Assessment(Survey)
-hlgh.(BO or above): can §olve hlgh—level. questlon.s Ttems Score(Perfect Score: 20)
-medium(50 or above): can solve intermediate-level . .

. -high @ 16 or above
. questions -medium : 12 or above
Rubrics  |-low(50 below): can solve beginning-level questions Jow : 12 below
"Distribution: low(40), medium(30), high(30) i
Confirm problem solving skills of Beginning-level, | Survey questionnaire material
Intermediate-level, High-level items attachment

Evaluation | Take a written test on all Graduate-to-be of Information Security Program
Objects Take a survey questionnaire on all Graduate-to-be of Information Security Program

Evaluation
Subjects

3 evaluation staffs by Program steering committee

Execution | Annual November

Table 4. Scoring rubric of Interview for the 1st program outcome

[tems Score rubric
1) Beginning Level H1gh(31~40)1 cgn solve Wlth an approach to accuracy. B
(Perfect Score: 40) Medium(21~30): know solving process, but can solve partially.
Low(0~20): can solve nothing but entry-level problems.
i ~304): i -
9) Intermediate Leovel H1gh(21 30%4) chgn solve Wlth an approach to accuracy. B
(Perfect Score: 30) Medium(11~20%): know solving process, but can solve partially.
Low(0~10%): hard to solve despite given hints.
. High(21~30%): can solve with an approach to accuracy.
3) High Level . - . ‘ .
(Perfect Score: 30) Medium(11~20%): know solving process, but can solve partially.
Low(0~10%): hard to solve despite given hints.
Total
O Al nEARR TEAY, FEedE B 9 mead §449E 2] $13 mr)
A, EREEAE g Y TEZES 55 3 Z2ts 555 Table 29 A3k}t Table 2
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Table 5. Survey questionnaire for the 1st program outcome

Evaluate the following questions on your level. | Very low Low Medium High Very High

1) Average score of courses related with math| 2.5 below| 2.5~3.0 3.0~3.5 3.5~4.0 | 4.0 above
basic science and engineering
2) Understanding competency on basic theory of|
math, basic science and engineering

3) Analytical competency of Information
security materials based on basic theory of|
math, basic science and engineering

4) Major Problem-solving ability based on basic|
theory of math, basic science and engineering

firh. Table 3& S4p4h 19] 54 98 Wke B4 NS tehinh of7ld Junsst =29
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Table 6. Document system for achievement assessment of program outcomes

Administrative Management |Committee| Cycle Related Documents
Education objectives revision, . ~_|-Outcomes, performance criteria, assessment tools,
PO improvement, performance Blenmgl rubric, attainment objectives, minimum
criteria/rubric and graduation sgifg;ter achievement level, evaluation cycle
requirement revision -Program steering committee minutes
Annual |-Curriculum/Extra-curriculum/Course-outcomes
Curriculum revision second correlation

semester |- Program steering committee minutes

Program
steering Every
committee | semester

- Present condition of operation course,
comprehensive course and course portfolio
-Program steering committee minutes

Curriculum operation

Settlement, execution, B -Course syllabus, analysis, improvement reporting
: ver . . .
measurement and evaluation semesg’er -Basic, element and comprehensive course reporting
analysis of Course outcomes -Program steering committee minutes

Annual |-Evaluation sheet of graduate-to-be interview and
second | survey, comprehensive course reporting
semester |- Program steering committee minutes

Achievement measurement of
program outcomes

External
cooperation
committee

Biennial
Semester

Evaluation opinion collection

. . -External cooperation committee minutes
of industries
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Table 7. Primary tasks of program committees

-Transferred students credit approval

Committee Primary tasks
-Program objectives/outcomes management - Equipment/laboratory maintenance
- Curriculum and outcomes approval - Facilities secure and management
- Accreditation requirement setup, graduation -Curriculum/Extra-curriculum management
Program .
. assessment, transferred students -Course outcomes collection and CQI
steering . . . .
. accommodation policy establishment analysis
committee

-Instructor levy plan, performance evaluation -Assessment process systemization and
-Program outcomes evaluation and assessment operation

-Survey questionnaire and evaluation

External |-Industrial counsel for educational objectives and program outcomes
cooperation |- Reflection of industrial opinion on curriculum
committee |-Operation of university-industry cooperation program and career advisory
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Fig. 1. Continuous quality improvement process
for program outcomes
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