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The Fall 2011 Draft Statement of Accreditation for the BS Computer Science Program at San Jose State University noted the following program deficiencies:
Criterion 2 Deficiencies


a. Lack of program objectives


b. Lack of process for review and revision of program objectives


c. Lack of involvement of constituents in the review process

Criterion 4 Deficiencies


a. Lack of process to assess program objectives


b. Lack of an effective plan for assessing program outcomes


c. Assessment tasks developed and implemented by individuals

The department immediately began correcting these deficiencies. On February 1 the corrections were outlined in a response to the formal report (Appendix C). 
The purpose of this report is to describe the progress the department has made in these corrections.

New Program Objectives

The department has new objectives and outcomes (Appendices E2). The objectives are measurable and they are appropriate for alumni three to five years out from graduation. The objectives were discussed by the faculty (Appendix E6). All program objectives are enabled by at least one program outcome (Appendix E4). These measures should fully address deficiency 2a above.
Assessing Objectives

A process was put in place for assessing program objectives (Appendix A1). The process features surveys of three groups: Employers, Alumni, and Intern Supervisors. The surveys were discussed by the faculty (Appendix A6) and faithfully solicited opinions on if the department had the right objectives and if the objectives were being met.

The employer and alumni surveys (Appendices A2 and A3) were conducted in May. The raw data can be found in Appendices A4 and A5, respectively. A preliminary report can be found in Appendix A1. The report was posted and all faculty members were instructed to read it. However, due to the late date of the report, faculty members are on summer break and so there has not yet been a lot of discussion.
Intern Supervisors were surveyed multiple times during the Fall semester (there weren't enough interns in the Spring semester). The questionnaire can be found in Appendix D2. A report on the data gathered can be found in Appendix D1. 
Although these are the first alumni and employer surveys conducted (data from previous intern supervisor surveys was included in the self evaluation), the department feels that if the surveys continue, as planned, that deficiencies 2b and 4a have been addressed.

Industrial Advisory Board

The Department has an active Industrial Advisory Board (IAB). Minutes of several meetings can be found in Appendix B. Most IAB members (Appendix B1) are or were Silicon Valley executives. The department feels that its outreach to executives, employers, alumni, intern supervisors, and of course our own faculty, addresses deficiency 2c. 
Assessment
The Draft Statement says that the plan for assessing outcomes is ineffective because it doesn't include the ABET outcomes and because it hasn't run for a full cycle (deficiency 4b). The new program outcomes are the required ABET outcomes (Appendix E3), all of which are enabled by required courses (Appendix E5). 

Discarding old outcomes and adopting new ones necessitated major changes in the assessment process. The new process is described in Appendix E1. Unfortunately, the old process was due to complete its first three year cycle this year. The new process, which has a two year cycle, won't complete until Spring 2014. Therefore, the department feels that deficiency 4b is partially addressed and should be reduced in severity. 
The new process, like the old one, relies on rubrics for grading embedded questions. The questions and rubrics are still being written and should be complete by the end of the summer. Appendices E8 – E10 are some examples. 
Considerable debate has raged in the department over the deficiency noted in 4c. In particular, the question is: how specific should embedded questions be? The old assessment process distinguished between question templates such as "write a recursive function" and question instances such as "write a recursive factorial function". The distinction was made to accommodate differences in teaching styles and to keep questions fresh. Apparently the ABET evaluators seemed to think that this scheme allowed for too much subjectivity. When it was discovered that other ABET accredited programs (such as our own BSCmpE program) used question templates, the department decided to abandon over specifying embedded questions. We hope that our evaluators will be convinced by this reasoning and drop issue 4c.
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