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After about twenty years as a visitor using topics criteria, my
first EC2000 visit was in 1997. In a post-evaluation discussion
visitors and program directors struggled to distinguish
between objectives and outcomes. I wrote a post-visit memo
lamenting the change from topics criteria to EC2000 from an
evaluator’s perspective. Here’s a sample: “The problem for me
was the topics I was reading. I didn’t enjoy reading about mis-
sions, objectives, outcomes, constituencies, processes, and
assessments. It’s all too abstract. In the past, we read about
what was being taught, what was in the labs, who was teach-
ing, and so on: concrete things you could go look at and com-
pare to a standard.”

The situation seems much improved. The criteria define
objectives and outcomes. Institutions and visitors benefit from
a decade of refinement, experimentation, experience, and les-
sons learned. Training programs are better.

The laudable objective of EC2000 was to transfer control
from topics criteria and from ABET’s auditors to the faculty
and to the constituents of the engineering programs. The result
may be that program implementers feel the overhead burden
more than they appreciate the increased autonomy.

The accreditation process needs improvements. Shortcom-
ings in objectives (C2) and outcomes (C3) dominate findings
in the statistics for 2006-2007 visits. (C2 and C3 dominate
shortcomings in every year for which I have seen statistical
summaries.) C2 and C3 dominate before and after due process.
Prior to due process, more than half of all programs have a
shortcoming in C2; more than half of all programs have a
shortcoming in C3. Prior to due process, there are more weak-
nesses in C2 than in C3 and there are more weaknesses in C3
than in the total for all remaining criteria. After due process,
there are more weaknesses in C3 than in C2 and there are more
weaknesses in C2 than in the total for all remaining criteria.

Something is wrong. After ten years dominated by short-
comings in C2 and C3 by half the country’s engineering pro-
grams, shouldn’t we be seeing the effects of these

shortcomings in other criteria? Shouldn’t programs that can-
not adequately implement processes for setting and assessing
objectives and outcomes deteriorate in ways that are visible in
ABET’s visit process? I don’t see it in the statistics. Weak-
nesses in engineering science and design remain low.

After ten years of asking why programs can’t properly
implement C2 and C3, it’s time to ask whether C2 and C3 are
contributing more than they cost.

Hundreds of programs have struggled for years to imple-
ment and to comply with the requirements of C2 and C3. The
implementers are intelligent, they’re diligent, and they are
engineers—trained problem solvers. And yet, by the statistics
available to us, it looks as if they aren’t succeeding. There is
something wrong with what we have asked of them.

Let’s fix C2 and C3. They need clarity and simplification.
Why, for example, does a program need objectives? Can they
be rolled into the program’s mission? The free market tells a
program whether its product is in demand. Perhaps we could
drop C2 and simplify C3. The current EAC outcomes are
ambiguous and redundant and could be better organized.

For example, commitment to life-long learning sounds
more like an objective than an outcome. Perhaps it should be
part of EAC’s suggested mission for an engineering program.

Outcome (a) is: “an ability to apply knowledge of mathe-
matics, science, and engineering.” Outcomes (c), (e), and (k)
are variations of outcome (a). Outcome (a) could be a defini-
tion of engineering—if it didn’t contain the word “engineer-
ing.” (If engineering solves real-world problems by applying
math and science, what is “an ability to apply knowledge
of…engineering”?) If we find students that can “design a sys-
tem, component, or process to meet desired needs within real-
istic constraints…” (outcome (c)) or solve engineering
problems (outcome (e)), without having an ability to use tech-
niques and skills necessary for engineering practice (outcome
(k)), we should hire them as instructors.

By not accepting course, project, or exam grades as demon-
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stration of knowledge, we have mandated the creation of a
redundant grading system with enormous overhead. I realize
that evidence that a topic was “covered” is not evidence of
knowledge gained. But should I be given a passing grade in a
laboratory course if I could not design an experiment, carry it
out, and analyze the results? Is it likely that I could pass all
my design courses without being able to design a component,
system, or process? We may be splitting hairs to ask for inde-
pendent verification of minute subcomponents of course con-
tent. Suppose 70% of students earn a grade of 80 or better on
a mid-term exam that covers course content in probability and
statistics. That seems an acceptable proxy for demonstration
of knowledge.

Perhaps tiered criteria would work. Divide the criteria into
critical and non-critical categories. For example, C1, C4, C5,
and C6 might be classed as critical, while C2, C3, and C7 are
non-critical. Weaknesses and deficiencies in non-critical crite-

ria would not precipitate expensive remediation recommenda-
tions except in conjunction with weaknesses or deficiencies in
critical criteria.

There may be experts with answers to these questions, but
it’s clear from visit results that solutions aren’t obvious to the
majority of program implementers.

The IEEE has been at the forefront of the accreditation
process. The IEEE sets the standard in visitor quality, in
industry and academic balance, in visitor assignment, in
training, and in mentoring. It has also sponsored the best
and most successful criteria revisions. The IEEE should con-
tinue its distinguished service in improving engineering
accreditation. The situation with C2 and C3 is a project
worth IEEE attention.

Nick Tredennick
n.tredennick@ieee.org
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Pancreatic Cancer – A Personal Experience
Bill Sayle, Editor, The Interface
sayle@gatech.edu

This issue will be my last as Editor of The
Interface. I took over this wonderful vol-
unteer task from Don Kirk in 1996 and
have enjoyed putting together each and
every issue. Of course, the many articles
submitted by you and your colleagues
have made my editing task easy.

Some of you are aware I have been bat-
tling pancreatic cancer since September 2003. It’s a disease I
had barely heard of, and when I heard the survival statistics
(One year: 19%, Five years 4%), I was somewhat alarmed.
Fortunately, my pancreatic cancer was caught reasonably early

and surgery was an option. I had a very successful “Whipple”
surgery in October 2003. A colleague whose wife had died
from pancreatic cancer told me Whipple surgery is the most
complicated surgery one can schedule. My surgery lasted 5.5
hours and was incredibly successful—except some lymph
node involvement could not be removed surgically.

In November 2003 I began chemotherapy with Cisplatin
(the drug that cured Lance Armstrong’s testicular cancer) and
Gemzar. In January and February 2004 I experienced a round
of 30 irradiations, concurrently with the chemotherapy. After
six rounds of chemotherapy ended in April 2004, I was pro-
nounced in “remission”. That state lasted for about six
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months, until a tumor marker began increasing, and I resumed
chemotherapy. I continued chemotherapy in Metz, France,
during the summer of 2005 and finally stopped the Cisplatin
and Gemzar in October 2006. I had added a new targeted oral
drug, Tarceva, that was supposed to keep things in check. And
so, even with all the side effects of the various drugs, I lived a
more or less “normal” life. 

Unfortunately, a CT-PET scan in September 2007 revealed
a large buildup of fluid in my right chest cavity, causing a near
total collapse of the right lung. The fluid was drained and lab
tests showed it contained cancer cells. I had surgery to drain
the remaining fluid and enable my right lung to expand to fill
the chest cavity in order to keep further fluid buildup from
occurring. The surgery was completely successful. (I am very
good at surviving surgeries.) Unfortunately, the pancreatic
cancer had indeed metastasized to my chest wall. Fortunately,
both lungs were clean and healthy. (Those 16 marathons I
completed between 1991 and 2003 must have done quite a bit
of good.)

I share this story with you because you, like me, might not
know too much about this disease. It kills over 35,000 per
year in the USA. There are almost no fundraisers for

research. Why? Because there are almost no survivors, as
there are for many other forms of cancer. Many people would
come up to me and say they had never known anyone who
had had pancreatic cancer. With a one-year survival of 19%,
it’s no wonder why. The only proactive organization of which
I am aware, and it’s a good one, is PANCAN (Pancreatic
Cancer Action Network). Most of the volunteers are survivors
of relatives or friends who died from this disease. Very few
volunteers are actual pancreatic cancer survivors, since there
are so few of us.

I am still battling. My sister and her husband, who are
organic farmers in Austin, TX, and my wife, who has
remained my strongest ally through four years of “bad
news/good news, etc.” are working on a nutritional arsenal to
boost my immune system. I remain very positive — the mind
and spirit are so powerful when combating disease -- and I
greatly appreciate all the support many of you have given me
over the past few years. Best of luck to all of you! Exercise
and eat well!

Bill Sayle
sayle@gatech.edu

For over forty years, the Electrical and Computer Engineering
Department Heads Association (ECEDHA) has been serving
the North American community of electrical and computer
engineering programs. Through its special events, regional
meetings, and annual meeting, ECEHDA continues to be an
important enabler for department heads to respond to chal-
lenges and advance ECE education. 

The Next Globalization Workshop
In response to significant interests in globalization, public pol-
icy, and engineering out-sourcing that emerged during the
2004 Annual Meeting, it became clear to the ECEDHA lead-
ership that there is a growing need to educate engineering stu-
dents for competitive careers in a global economy. Educators
need to consider carefully how to educate engineering stu-
dents to prepare them for changes in the profession due to
globalization and outsourcing. Educators also face the chal-
lenge of recruiting students into ECE programs in the face of
negative publicity from out-sourcing, and the perceived under-
cutting of the value of an engineering degree in the United
States due to global competition. Another challenge to educa-
tors is retraining engineering professionals in fields that have
suffered from excessive out-sourcing. Addressing these chal-
lenges requires a new emphasis on continuing education in
providing opportunities for engineers at all career levels to
refresh and change the direction of their evolving careers.

To more effectively serve the membership and the entire
ECE community as they grapple with these issues, ECEDHA
and the International Engineering Consortium (IEC) organized
a workshop on Globalization Effects on ECE Education,
which was held at the National Academy of Engineering in
Washington D.C., on November 14th and 15th, 2005. All of
the talks presented at the workshop were video taped and have
been posted along with PowerPoint presentations at
http://www.ecedha.org/meetings.html#workshops.

The two day workshop was opened with a plenary talk by
William Wulf, President of the NAE and included talks from
various constituencies, including NSF, industry, and academia.
Breakout sessions were held on the second day for partici-
pants to address three issues: global awareness, technical
skills for global engineering, and recruitment and retention of
students and faculty in the face of globalization. 

A number of action items came out of this workshop, fol-
lowing the presentations and breakout sessions. First were
several general recommendations aimed at preparing ECE
students for a global economy, including facilitating inter-
national student experiences, cultural education, collabora-
tion and multidisciplinary experiences, service and
people-oriented educational experiences, and enhanced
technology in education. 

Second, a number of action items were proposed to NSF,
such as establishing international REU Programs and coopera-

ECEDHA News: Preparing for the Future
Mark J. T. Smith and Ken Connor
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tive international programs, performing benchmarking studies
with foreign institutions, developing model curricula, assist-
ing schools in making ECE programs more attractive, and
sponsoring workshops on attracting K-12 students to engi-
neering. Finally, participants proposed action items for
ECEDHA. In particular, attendees recommended scheduling
follow-on programs on global engineering at the 2006 and
2007 ECEDHA meetings, and a follow-on workshop organ-
ized jointly with NSF on best practices and curricular devel-
opment for global education. 

With vigorous discussions under our belts at the last two
annual meetings (and also at most of the regional meetings)
we are now in the process of organizing the final item on the
ECEDHA action item list, i.e. the second ECEDHA/NSF
Globalization Workshop. Like the January 2003 Workshop on
Nanoengineering Education, this workshop will be held in
conjunction with the DesignCon meeting in Santa Clara, Cal-
ifornia, February 4-7, 2008 http://www.designcon.com/2008/.
This site was chosen because the Nano Workshop meeting
went very well and because we felt the workshops should
move around the country to assure maximum participation. 

The 2005 ECEDHA/NSF workshop on globalization
began with presentations that addressed a wide variety of
background information, which was then considered in more
detail in breakout sessions. The second workshop will start
with an update session to determine where things currently
stand with regard to globalization of the ECE profession.
Tom Friedman has updated his book and we are now in a
position to gather more information on how companies are
doing with outsourcing. Updated information on the current
ECE job market will also be gathered and presented.

During the first workshop we heard from managers. In
contrast, the second workshop will focus on people with on-
the-job engineering experiences. We will attempt to accumu-
late information about whether or not ECE-dominated
companies are good places to work and what daily life is like
for engineers working to develop small start-up companies.

A second theme of the workshop will be best practices and
curricular development. There will be an attempt to accumu-
late information about the types of outreach activities in
which ECE departments are currently engaged to address
recruitment and retention of students and faculty in the face
of globalization. Information on programmatic changes to
improve global awareness and technical skills for global engi-
neering will also be presented. Opportunities to provide infor-
mation electronically will be made available to those of our
members who are not able to attend the workshop. 

Finally, breakout groups will be charged to discuss and
prepare reports on the most important lessons learned. These
reports will be presented at the spring ECEDHA meeting in
San Diego, March 14th – 18th, after which the final report for
this workshop will be prepared for distribution to NSF and
the ECEDHA membership.

The First ECEDHA Survey Report
In addition to the Globalization Workshop planned for 2008,
another notable highlight is the issuance of ECEDHA’s first

survey report. The annual survey itself is not new. It has been
a part of the ECEDHA program for more than a decade and
provides benchmarking information that includes enrollment
data, faculty salaries, graduate stipends, space allocations,
graduation statistics for graduate and undergraduate students,
research expenditures, and much more. In prior years, the sur-
vey results were distributed in spreadsheet form (with school
identities omitted) to the ECEDHA schools that participated in
the survey. During the annual ECEDHA meetings, the survey
organizer typically presents an overview of the salary data.
These presentations are not very detailed and are posted on the
ECEDHA website, which is available to the public. 

Unlike the past practice, the new report provides data
arranged by peer cohorts in graphical form. Generally speak-
ing, cohort sizes were chosen to be less than 20 and grouped
by Carnegie designation. Where applicable, groups were sub-
divided according to US News and World Report ranking.
ECEHA members have been asked for comment as part of
the ongoing effort to provide the most current and useful data
to the participating community. 

Curricular Innovation
The survey report not only serves the peer benchmarking needs
of the ECEDHA membership, but also can provide useful longi-
tudinal information (which we are just starting to assemble). A
noteworthy example is the downward trend in students matricu-
lating in ECE programs. This decline has been particularly
acute in the computer fields and thus has been an obvious issue
of concern motivating much discussion during the last few
annual meetings. Special sessions were organized last year to
report on recruiting and retention and approaches to making
ECE program curricula more exciting and attractive to students. 

Historically, engineering enrollments dip and peak over time
in a cycle that is not always well understood. Last year, infor-
mal feedback from department chairs was mixed with respect to
enrollments. Some believed they were seeing a rebound in
matriculation; others felt they were still undergoing a decline.
The ECEDHA survey data were interesting in this regard. An
analysis of 47 schools who report undergraduate matriculation
at the sophomore, junior, and senior levels for both 2005 and
2006 across the U.S. indicates concerns are still warranted.
Overall EE enrollment numbers in this cohort dropped by 5 per-
cent, which underscores the need for attention. Building on the
theme from last year—Recapturing the Vision—the theme for
the 2008 Annual ECEDHA Meeting is Curriculum Innovation.
The meeting agenda will include sessions on instructional inno-
vation, laboratory tools, and outreach to high school and middle
school students. In accordance with presentations given last
year, the Infinity Project www.infinity-project.org/ is envisioned
to be a centerpiece of future outreach activities. Many schools
have already embraced the vision. In a presentation by Issa
Batarseh, a web version of the Infinity Project was highlighted,
which is attractive because it’s transportable and can be replicat-
ed in states and regions across the country. By enlisting multiple
ECEDHA member contributors on a regional basis, we hope to
amplify the project tools and materials and make them accessi-
ble to university outreach programs on a large scale. 
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ECEDHA Board Interactions
In parallel with the activities mentioned above, ECEDHA
Board members (shown below) continue to maintain and
expand relationships with complementary organizations, such
as the Computing Research Association (CRA), the Canadian
Heads of Electrical and Computer Engineering/Directeurs de
génie électrique et informatique du Canada (CHECE-DGEIC),
the IEEE Committee on Engineering Accreditation Activities
(CEAA), and the IEEE.  

For the last three years, a representative from the ECEDHA
Board has been attending the annual CHECE-DGEIC meet-
ings. This has been helpful in strengthening the communica-
tion and collaboration between the two organizations. Past
president Jon Bredeson gave a presentation to CHECE-
DGEIC last year during their October 2006 meeting in
Edmonton. Current ECEDHA president, Mark Smith, will be
representing ECEDHA in November, 2007, at the CHECE-
DGEIC meeting to exchange ideas and engage in discussion
on common issues. 

Smith also attended the IEEE Educational Activities Board
(EAB) meeting, June 16, 2007 in Philadelphia, PA. Opportu-
nities for collaboration between ECEDHA and EAB were par-
ticularly evident in the area of improving undergraduate
student diversity. 

In addition to these interactions, Wayne Bennett and Mark
Smith have been in discussion with representatives from the
Computing Research Association (CRA) and IEEE respective-
ly regarding ways to leverage resources. Updates on these dis-
cussions along with possible proposals for joint initiatives will
be presented during the 2008 Annual ECEDHA Meeting. With
all of the activities currently in process, the 2007-08 academic
year promises to be one of the most exciting and eventful in
recent history. 

Mark Smith
mjts@purdue.edu

The 2007-08 ECEDHA Board members in attendance at the July,
Santa Fe meeting: (back row from left to right) Wayne Bennett,
Terri Fiez, Kenneth Connor, Mark Smith, Gerald Kane; (front row
from left to right) Horacio J. Marquez, Issa Batarseh, Jon
Bredeson, and John Janowiak. 

Hands-On Practical Electronics
John Torous, IEEE Student Branch Chair
Ken Elkabany, IEEE Student Branch Vice-Chair
University of California, Berkeley

Engineering outreach is an ever active if not turbulent field.
With new efforts and programs constantly in development,
the UC Berkeley IEEE Student Branch also decided to enter
the area in fall 2005. Together its officers created and contin-
ue to lead Hands-On Practical Electronics (HOPE), a student-
designed and facilitated electrical engineering outreach
program aimed towards educating both liberal arts college
majors as well as high school students.

HOPE is a new approach to introducing electrical engi-
neering to non-technical audiences.

Because its lessons abstract away much of the calculus
and other complex equations, no engineering or physical sci-
ences background is a necessary prerequisite. Rather the les-
sons focus on hands-on learning, soldering together wires,
measuring voltage and current, and building functional and
dynamic devices. By taking electrical engineering off the
pages and into high school student’s hands, HOPE helps them
to develop a nascent intuition.

HOPE is also unique in its structure and organization. The
program is offered over ten weekly one-and-a-half hour les-
sons. While the first lessons begin with safety and an early
look at voltage and current, later lessons teach transistors and

basic digital logic. Each lesson builds upon the others so that
students learn a solid slice of electrical engineering rather
than a single interesting yet isolated phenomenon.

HOPE’s strength is in its flexibility. At UC Berkeley we
offer the program in any classroom that is available as we are
not weighed down by bulky equipment. Small wireless sol-
dering irons and digital multi-meters are the main pieces of
portable equipment. Because the program is facilitated by
IEEE student members, it is easy to have a wealth of enthusi-
astic and friendly instructors. 

While UC Berkeley IEEE currently offers the HOPE pro-
gram to interested arts majors as well as local high school
students, other student branches have also expressed interest.
As information on HOPE disseminated across the globe,
IEEE student branches from Columbia to Tasmania asked
how they could begin similair efforts. Fortunately, the solu-
tion came this June when the IEEE Foundation awarded the
HOPE program a $25,000 grant.

With the grant, the UC Berkeley IEEE Student Branch is
planning to soon host an international student conference for
those schools interested in developing a new universal cur-
riculum and set of lessons. Planning to fly in at least one stu-
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dent from every IEEE region, UC Berkeley IEEE will work to
train these student leaders in offering student-led outreach
programs. As each representative IEEE student branch takes
HOPE back to its own region and customizes the lessons to
their local needs, they will also be able to upload their HOPE
program to a central website. From this website, others inter-
ested in offering HOPE may select from the numerous cus-
tomized options available to them and hopefully later
themselves upload their own improvements.

HOPE will succeed as far as IEEE student members are
willing to take it. While IEEE student branches hosting HOPE
gain a new sense of purpose, IEEE student members facilitat-
ing HOPE gain valuable teaching experiences and IEEE com-
munities gain an invaluable introduction to the fascinating
world of electrical engineering.

John Torous
jtorous@gmail.com

From the ECE Division of ASEE
The ASEE 2007 Annual Conference in Honolulu is a fond and
lasting memory but its impact on electrical and computer engi-
neering education is only beginning.  The ECE Division hosted
nine formal presentation sessions with educational topics rang-
ing from digital and embedded system design, optical and
wireless communication systems, innovation and design in the
curriculum to pedagogy and assessment.  The popular BS in
EE Open Forum was moderated by Victor Nelson, Auburn
University, 2007 ECE Division Chair.  The Open Forum is well
known for its diverse participation and lively discussions.

A reoccurring panel session on Teaching and Learning with
Technology, organized by Hossein Mousavinezhad, is also
always well-attended and featured Charles Alexander, Cleve-
land State University, Dean Johnson, Western Michigan Uni-
versity, Ian Bennett, National Science Foundation, Gerald S.
Jakubowski, Rose-Hulman Institute of Technology and
Jenna Carpenter, Louisiana Tech University. Jenna is also
the ECE Division Program Chair for the ASEE 2008 Annual
Conference in Pittsburgh and plans another panel session on
this topic to be chaired by Dr. Richard T. Jacobsen, Dean of
Engineering at Idaho State University.

The ECE Division will sponsor a workshop at ASEE 2008
on Embedded System Design using Programmable Gate
Arrays given by Lynne Slivovsky and Al Liddicoat from Cal-
ifornia Polytechnic State University.  This emerging trend in
ECE education may soon affect the way in which micro-
processors and microcomputers have been taught in the under-
graduate curriculum.

In 2008 ASEE is focusing on the critical need to make young
students aware of engineering and engineering technology
careers.  The ASEE Annual Conferences have each held a K-12
Workshop on Engineering Education in an effort to work close-

ly with middle, junior and senior high school teachers.  At the
K-12 Workshop during ASEE 2006 in Chicago, Dennis Silage,
Temple University, the 2008 ECE Division Chair, presented the
Marconi Challenge, an inexpensive outreach program in IR dig-
ital data transmission. Dennis was also presented with the 2007
ASEE National Outstanding Teaching Award.

This year has also been a busy one for Education Society
membership development and related activities, a couple of
examples are mentioned here (there is more information
about these and other events on EdSoc’s website,
www.ewh.ieee.org/soc/es). During June’s AdCom meeting
there was a discussion regarding establishing a GOLD ad-hoc
committee, Aju Thomas Abraham of TATA Consultancy Ser-
vices (TCS), Trivandrum, India who has been an active Society
member invited Hossein Mousavinezhad, Society’s MD Chair
to visit the Kerala Section, August 3-4 and give a presentation
regarding EdSoc, ABET and to deliver a technical talk on Digi-
tal Signal Processing. In addition to this visit, Mousavinezhad
also participated at the International Conference on Global
Software Development (ICGSD) hosted by PSG College of
Technology, Coimbatore July 26 - August 2, 2007 and conduct-
ed a 1-week tutorial. Before the ICGSD, he visited S R Engi-
neering College, Warangal. In all these events, we were
impressed by the enthusiasm and energy of the participants
including faculty, staff, students, section members and their
hospitality as well as support for professional societies such as
IEEE and ASEE. It is noted that Dr. Rob Reilly, Society’s
Webmaster and Chapters Coordinator also visited China during
the Summer of this year and had a lot of interaction with mem-
bers in that country. The readers are also encouraged to see the
article in ASEE Prism, September 2007 (page 52) where a
book is introduced (IT and the East, How China and India are
Altering the Future of Technology and Innovation.)  

Highlights of activities in ASEE ECE Division, Education Society
Membership

S. Hossein
Mousavinezhad
IEEE Education
Society MD
Chair

Victor Nelson
ASEE ECE
Division Past
Chair

Jenna
Carpenter
2008 ECE
Division
Program Chair

Dennis 
Silage
ECE Division
Chair
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One of the most revered tenets of the accreditation activities
in IEEE is that we must maintain equal an number of pro-
gram evaluators from industry and academia. In addition, we
ought to keep close-to-equal representation of industry practi-
tioners and academics on all committees, commissions, and
boards that are engaged in accreditation. Those who are privy
to the intentions of the originators of this unchallenged doc-
trine (or at least those who have been volunteers long enough
to give the rest of us the impression that they were contempo-

raries of Alexander G. Bell) sometimes go further. They wish
to have also substantial representation of the government in
the accreditation evaluator pool, and would like to see, in
addition, some “preferred” government representatives, such
as employees of national labs or other prestigious federal
research enterprises.

The basic idea is that if we are to inform the accreditation
process with the perspective of practitioners and use feedback
from industry, we cannot do so without real life evaluators
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Mousavinezhad presenting at Kerala Section.                             Amarnath, Raja  Kerala, Section Chair.

Aju Thomas Abraham (to the right of Mousavinezhad) and
other members of Kerala Section.

Mousavinezhad visiting S R Engineering College, Warangal, India.

On the Gallant but Misguided Struggle to Balance Academia and
Industry in the Accreditation Process

Moshe Kam
Vice-President, IEEE Education Activities Board
m.kam@ieee.org
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who come “from the field.” These seasoned evaluators will
supposedly contribute from their experience in the R&D lab,
the testing lab and the production line, and ensure that a
healthy dose of reality balances out the tendency that academ-
ics sometimes show toward over-reliance on theory and
abstract reasoning. Presented this way, this motivation to have
equal representation from academia and industry appears log-
ical and commendable. 

The ramifications of this system of belief are significant.
In selecting program evaluators and committee members,
and in recommending candidates to commissions of ABET
and other organizations, IEEE has gone out of its way to
identify and engage participants from industry. We advertise
widely for program evaluator candidates from industry (and
sometimes almost say in our advertisements academics need
not apply). We make sincere efforts to accept candidates
from industry into our evaluator and committee pools. We
keep score cards and calculate percentages and maintain del-
icate balances. In our rosters and member lists we mark
individuals as (A) for academic (the rather common type);
(I) for Industry (the less common and hence more desirable
type); and (G) for government (the truly rare and precious
species). If a committee member’s tenure expires, we try to
replace an A with an A and an I with an I. It is not rare to
have a serious discussion on a candidate who defined him-
self or herself in one category, and to have a learned com-
mittee of IEEE volunteers modify the person’s self
designation. The arguments on this subject often resemble
detailed Talmudic deliberations. Candidate Smith declared
that she is an Academic (A), but we have discovered, right
there on page 3 of her application, that before she accepted
her current position in Matterhorn University she had
worked for ten years in IBM and for three years in Texas
Instruments. “This is clearly an I” exclaims the thrilled
Chair. Candidate Doyle, on the other hand, describes him-
self as a G person on account of his new position in a Feder-
al lab in Virginia. But is he a real G or isn’t he? He had only
been with the Federal lab for two (2) short years, say the
opponents, and in the preceding 28 he had taught in two
west coast universities, a military academy, and even a com-
munity college! This is an academic in governmental
clothes!! The G-designation supporters try in vain to high-
light the merits of the candidate’s government service and
even mention in passing that “we really do not have that
many candidates from Government.” The naysayers however
will have none of that. They counter with another piece of
incriminating fact, from the back of the resume; our so-
called government employee (listen to that) still holds a part
time teaching position at the university across the street…
“Once an A,” they will tell you all excited, “always an A!”

The predisposition of academics to volunteer to serve
on accreditation committees and evaluator groups is rooted
in both interest and incentives. It is not surprising that edu-
cators are interested (often passionately) in the very
process that ensures the quality of educational programs,

and that they would like to be part of the process that
affects curricular trends. Some educators become evalua-
tors in order to prepare their own programs better for
future accreditation visits. Others, who have gone through
years of teaching, education, grading and assessing of stu-
dents, feel that they are qualified to engage in passing
judgment on programs in other schools. Moreover, the aca-
demic system recognizes the importance of accreditation to
academia by rewarding professors who engage in accredi-
tation volunteer activities. Participation in accreditation
work is part of the recognized “service” component that
many academics are assessed by. 

The predisposition of industry practitioners not to volun-
teer in large numbers to accreditation activities is rooted in
disinterest and in lack of incentives. Academic education is
often far removed from the immediate professional interests
and goals of many practitioners. If these practitioners are
inclined to volunteer, they often gravitate toward interests
that are closer to industry – such as committees on stan-
dards or local committees of professional associations (e.g.,
IEEE Sections.) Many working engineers consider the aca-
demic world to be an unknown territory, and feel uncom-
fortable and even intimidated at the thought that they would
engage in evaluating academic programs (often at the
expense of time at work, having to use vacation days for
this activity). As much as we want to believe otherwise,
industry managers seldom understand the importance of
accreditation. They are even less inclined to support an
employee who requests time off to get trained as a program
evaluator or to participate in committee meetings and
accreditation visits. 

So… what happens in practice? The primary outcome of
our passion for equal representation is very good – we find
and accept for service many excellent volunteers from indus-
try and academia. The flip side is that we reject a large num-
ber of highly qualified candidates for volunteer positions who
come from academia. Moreover, whether we like to admit it
or not, we have established two separate (but not exactly
equal) systems for evaluating volunteers for accreditation
tasks. One for the “A”s, another for the “I”s and the “G”s. We
have also distorted the composition of the accreditation deci-
sion-making group as compared to the volunteer body of the
professional associations that support them. Whereas the
interest in the volunteer body is perhaps 80:15:5 in the cate-
gories A:I:G, we created committees and evaluator groups
with distributions such as 55:35:10. We insist on drawing
more volunteers from groups that are less interested in the
subject matter, and encourage volunteers from industry to put
efforts in activities that are generally not favored (and some-
times actively discourages) by their employers... In order to
get to this result we have created an unnatural system of nota-
tions and (complicated and expensive) checks and balances.
Worst of all – we have started asking first the question where
is this volunteer coming from and only second how good this
volunteer is. This is hardly the path to excellence. 
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It does not appear we have gained much in return. Though
we have followed the “equal representation” path religiously
for years, there is no evidence that we (IEEE) have done par-
ticularly better or worse in the area of accreditation than other
large professional associations that did not fight the natural
trends as valiantly as we did. There is no evidence (at least no
empirical evidence in the usual sense of the term) that the
current doctrine has bought us much. We may feel good that
we are “doing the right thing” but it is not clear at all that we
do. In our deliberations and decision-makings one hardly
senses the alleged big difference in aims, approaches or

methodology between the A, I, and G families. 
These observations suggest that if we abandoned the com-

plicated academia-industry-government calculus, the intricate
designations, and the borderline ridiculous debates on the
“true” allegiances of candidates for accreditation work, we
could perhaps put our energy into more useful goals of the
accreditation enterprise. Said more succinctly, it is time to do
away with the quotas. 

Moshe Kam
m.kam@ieee.org
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Editor’s Note: While I disagree with most of the comments made by Moshe in the above article, I believe he represents a view held
by some. I hope our industry and government program evaluators, engineering accreditation commission representatives, and IEEE
Committee on Engineering Accreditation Activities members will know they are appreciated for their valuable contributions to
accreditation. I am pleased to recognize the fact that our current and previous chairs of the IEEE CEAA are both from industry.

Bill Sayle
sayle@gatech.edu

Reclaiming Academic Primacy in Higher Education:
The Revised IRS Form 990 Can Accelerate the Process1

Frank G. Splitt
FNJSMP@aol.com

BACKGROUND – America’s institutions of higher education
that support big-time (NCAA D-1A) athletics programs are
now declining toward the total prostitution of their colleges
and universities in their seemingly desperate quest for more
money, power, and prestige. These institutions are apparently
either unwilling or unable to work seriously to restore aca-
demic primacy and integrity to their institutions and to the
whole of higher education.    

With the co-option of the Knight Commission on Intercol-
legiate Athletics by the NCAA, there is no one outside the
government charged with anything resembling responsibility
for controlling the NCAA’s college sports entertainment busi-
ness that has become expert at resisting true reform. The busi-
ness has exploited college athletes, provided weak rules
enforcement, shown a lack of concern with regard to violence
by college athletes and the connection of violence to the use
of performance enhancing drugs, while limiting access to
higher education by real students and shrouding its conduct in
a veil of secrecy – taking inappropriate, if not illegitimate,
refuge in the privacy provisions of the Buckley Amendment to
the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA).2

The increasing commercialization of big-time athletic pro-
grams and its negative impact on America’s higher education
enterprise has become evermore apparent to some academic

leaders, elected public officials, the sports press, and to a
growing fraction of the public.      

After a century of ineffective efforts to reform college
sports, there is a growing concern over this apparently out-of-
control commercialization that is driven by the NCAA to fur-
ther its financial interests. There is also concern about
compromised academic integrity and the distracting influence
of overly commercialized college sports on school officials, on
America’s youth, and on the nation’s diminishing prospects as
a leader in the 21st century’s global economy. 

So it is ironic that current federal tax policy forces parents,
students, and other American taxpayers to help foot the bill for
multimillion-dollar salaries for coaches, 'stadium wars,' tax
breaks for wealthy boosters, NFL and NBA minor league
teams, and other artifacts of the big-time college sports arms
race while the NCAA works effectively to thwart any and all
serious reform efforts – especially those targeting its tax-
exempt status. 

In his most recent book,3 Jim Duderstadt, President Emer-
itus and University Professor of Science and Engineering at
the University of Michigan, wrote: “While they (faculty)
deplore the exploitation of student athletes and the corruption
of academic values, they feel helpless to challenge the status
quo in the face of pressures from coaches, athletic directors,
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and boosters – not to mention the benign neglect by presi-
dents and trustees.” This statement preceded Duderstadt’s
conclusion that “it is time for Congress to step in, at least in a
limited way, to challenge several of the current anomalies in
federal tax policy that actually fuel the commercial jugger-
naut of big-time college sports.”

The good news is that the Senate Finance Committee has
given serious consideration to recommendations for sports
program transparency and reporting at the NCAA and its
member institutions. Momentum built in Congress to investi-
gate how universities with big-time sports programs use their
tax-exempt status to pay multi-million-dollar coaches' salaries
and build extravagant athletics facilities. Senator Chuck
Grassley of Iowa, the Ranking Member of the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance, asked the Congressional Budget Office to
investigate the tax-exemption issue.4

Grassley and Senator Max Baucus, the committee chair-
man, have worked together to conduct oversight and achieve
major legislative reforms of the laws that help to govern tax-
exempt organizations. They not only sought greater transparen-
cy into the workings of these organizations, but also urged the
Treasury Secretary to update the IRS tax form used by the non-
profit sector to make gathering more and better information a
top priority and to pay particular attention to the operational
complexities of nonprofit hospitals and universities.

“While we always hear that sunshine is the best disinfec-
tant, sunshine can’t do its work unless we open the blinds,”
Grassley and Baucus wrote.5 “The sooner we open those
blinds the better.” “At this point, it’s clear the IRS needs to get
a better picture on a wide range of issues involving tax-
exempt organizations,” Grassley said.

THE RECENTLY REVISED IRS FORM 990 – The
revised Form 990, “Return of Organization Exempt from
Income Tax,” filed by many public charities and other exempt
organizations, has the potential to fully expose the Achilles’
Heel of the NCAA and its member institutions – the extremely
weak, if any, educational basis for the current financial struc-
ture of big-time college sports. This would not only force very
major reform, but provide unassailable “cover” for reform-
minded university presidents and governing boards as well. 

The discussion draft of the Revised IRS Form 990 constitutes
a significant redesign of Form 990 that was based on three guid-
ing principles: 1) Enhancing transparency to provide the IRS
and its stakeholders with a realistic picture of the organization
and its operations, along with the basis for comparing the organi-
zation to similar organizations, 2) Promoting compliance
demands that the form must accurately reflect the organization’s
operations and use of assets, so the IRS may efficiently assess the
risk of noncompliance, and 3) Minimizing the burden on filing
organizations means asking questions in a manner that makes it
relatively easy to fill out the form, and that do not impose unwar-
ranted additional recordkeeping or information gathering bur-
dens to obtain and substantiate the reported information. 

The IRS solicited public comment on the discussion draft
of the redesigned Form 990, that was due on September 14,

2007. The Drake Group (TDG) seized this opportunity to
have the IRS ask for information regarding sports programs.
The TDG commentary focused on the tax-exempt NCAA and
its member institutions. Here’s why:

After work with the staff of Congresswoman Jan
Schakowsky throughout 2004 – an effort  that led to her
Extended Remarks for the Congressional Record 6 – TDG
worked closely with the staffs of the Oversight Subcommittee
of the House Committee on Ways and Means and the Senate
Finance Committee to reveal the brutal truth about big-time
college sports that is often obfuscated by myths, misrepresen-
tations, and misinformation promulgated by ardent defenders
of the status quo. 

This work helped contribute to a sharply-worded letter
from the then House Committee on Ways and Means Chair-
man Congressman Bill Thomas to NCAA President Myles
Brand – seeking justification for the NCAA’s tax-exempt sta-
tus as an institution of higher education, specifically asking
Brand to explain why, given the NCAA's similarity with pro
sports entities in its dealings with media rights and other big-
money issues, it should continue to be tax-exempt, and the
December 5, 2006, meeting of the Senate Finance Committee
that, among other things, probed the NCAA’s response to the
Thomas letter via testimony from Duderstadt.7

TDG COMMENTS – Although TDG agreed with the guid-
ing principles for the revised Form 990, it said that the revi-
sions should be amended since the proposed Form 990 does
not ask for the level of disclosure that TDG and the Congress
are seeking as well as what the IRS ought to have. TDG said
it focused its earlier recommendations to the U. S. Congress
on the need for greater transparency and reporting that could
be required of NCAA sports programs at colleges and univer-
sities – arguing that this transparency and reporting would
provide supporters, the general public, present and future stu-
dents and their parents, the media, and policymakers with a
much better understanding of “what is really going on” at the
NCAA and their sports programs at big-time colleges and
universities. TDG said that without enhanced transparency via
disclosure there will be no reform in big-time college sports.
Here are some specific comments:

The FERPA Factor – TDG said the IRS needs be mindful
of the fact that the NCAA and its member schools routinely
resist requests for information or data on student athletes – cit-
ing the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA)
and other federal laws – in effect, shielding academic corrup-
tion from public view. This corruption not only allows them to
sustain their phony ‘student-athlete’ ruse with its derivative
tax-exempt status, but also to recruit, sign, and roster academi-
cally unqualified blue-chip athletes requisite to fielding profes-
sional-level teams for their college sports entertainment
businesses. Thus, the recommendations provided herein are
rooted in the compelling need to require the NCAA and its
member institutions to disclose information that can provide
tangible evidence that their athletes function as real students. 

The NCAA’S Student-Athlete – Without facts obtained by
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independent parties, disclosure, and external oversight, the
NCAA cannot know that athletes are really students receiving
a bona fide, rather than a “pretend” college education. Since
the NCAA lacks verifiable evidence – indicating that athletes
are progressing on accredited-degree tracks – there appears to
be no rational basis for the NCAA to use the term 'student-
athlete' when referring to college athletes who are, in effect,
full-time employees of their schools. The NCAA’s use of the
term may very well represent a false claim in violation of
laws governing truth in advertising. 

Michigan State University College of Law Professors
Robert and Amy McCormick argue in a Washington Law
Review article that grant-in-aid athletes in revenue-generating
sports at NCAA Division I institutions should not be viewed
as "student-athletes" as the NCAA asserts, but should,
instead, be considered "employees" under the National Labor
Relations Act.8

In many, if not most, instances, college athletes’ participate
in an alternative educational experience that is not part of the
school’s serious academic life, but rather a customized pseudo-
academic experience engineered by academic support center
staff members who work at the behest of the school’s athletic
department to maintain the eligibility of the school’s athletes.  

Recent and ongoing research strongly suggests prevalence
clustering of entertainment-sport college athletes, especially
minority athletes, in such alternative educational programs.9,

10 In addition to such pseudo majors, the phenomenon of
“one and done” athletes, who utilize college sport as a short-
term stepping-stone to a professional sport career, contributes
to a lessening of universities’ academic standards and a
marked deviation from educational missions. 

Just like the NCAA, the Congress and the IRS, must take
the word of school administrators that athletes are really stu-
dents on track to receive a bona fide, rather than a “pretend”
college education. The fact that the NCAA has never
endorsed proposals for academic disclosure by its member
institutions seems to indicate that NCAA officials do not
want to have public evidence that could prove embarrassing.

Transparency/Disclosure – It seems clear that the Con-
gress and the IRS want transparency on the nature of a tax-
exempt organization that would reveal whether or not it
warrants this status. The issue here is whether or not intercol-
legiate athletics is an integral part of the educational mission
which is indeed exempt. The way universities can establish
their claim to their being integral to the educational mission
is through transparency in the athletes’ experience and their
progress as legitimate students. 

Other than the new Schedule J, there appears to be nothing
in the proposed form regarding specific disclosures on col-
lege athletic programs.  In fact, Schedule E, which is the
schedule filled out by “private schools” exempt under
501(c)(3), has not changed at all. As mentioned previously,
the proposed Form 990 does not ask for the level of disclo-
sure that TDG and (we believe) the Congress are seeking as
well as what the IRS ought to have. Even if it did, public uni-
versities could probably evade such disclosure because many,

if not most or all of them, would not file a Form 990. This
appears to be a major problem since public universities usual-
ly are not required to file Form 990s, because they are part of
state government, not a private entity exempt under 501(c)(3).
It would probably take a separate law enacted by Congress to
require public universities to file a Form 990. 

Compensation – The proposed revisions to Form 990 do
require far more detail regarding compensation of officers,
directors and “key employees” (generally defined as someone
who has management-like responsibilities for “a discrete seg-
ment or activity of the organization that represents a substan-
tial portion of the activities, assets income or expenses of the
organization. . .” on new Schedule J.  The new definition of
“key employee” which is now essentially the same as the defi-
nition for “excess benefit transactions” in Section 4958 of the
Code, is likely to include NCAA Div. I-A football and basket-
ball head coaches, so the IRS will likely get to know some-
what more about their compensation packages than it does
now, but only for organizations required to file a Form 990  

Also, the Form 990 and Form 990T should be amended to
include questions about the “total compensation arising out of
the connection to the non-profit.” For example, coaches and
others are paid a small salary by the university-relatively –
but they receive much larger compensation from other
sources that would not be available to them “but for” their
position at the university. Accordingly, the Form 990 does not
reflect the compensation that the institution is legally liable to
provide. The form should show the highest paid people irre-
spective of the position they hold.

Contingent Benefits – Currently, quid-pro-quo contributions
– payments that are required in order to receive benefits from
nonprofit organizations – are eligible to be claimed as a charita-
ble contribution, for example, seat "taxes" for premium seats or
lease fees for luxury skyboxes. The large income stream stem-
ming from the skybox boom has been assisted in large part by a
1999 IRS ruling that allows boosters to deduct most of the
donations they make to lease skyboxes, donations estimated to
account for billions of dollars to Division I universities. 

Unrelated Business Income – The commercial connections
and government subsidies to college sports are well docu-
mented. For example, Andrew Zimbalist provides the story
behind the gutting of the law pertaining to Unrelated Business
Income Tax (UBIT) … law that was written to provide for the
taxation of the activities of a tax-exempt organization that are
not substantially related to the exempt purpose for which it
was formed.11 It is understood that public universities were
made subject to the UBIT provisions by special rule. 

In their account of the suppression of the 1977 UBIT case
brought against Texas Christian University by the Dallas
office of the IRS, Allen Sack and Ellen Staurowsky provide a
good sense of the magnitude and ubiquitous nature of the
very powerful legal and lobbying forces at the command of
the NCAA and its member institutions.12

RECOMMENDATIONS – TDG recommendations and
related explanatory notes were based on the above comments
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and cited references.2, 5, 6, 8-16 It is understood that some of
these recommendations may very well require congressional
action. Specifically, TDG recommended that the IRS:

1. Amend the revised Form 990 and schedules to provide a
meaningful level of enhanced transparency – requesting
the NCAA and its member institutions to disclose infor-
mation that will provide evidence that their athletes: a)
Are maintained as an integral part of the institution's
student body;17 b) Attend regular whole-period class-
es;18 c) Are on accredited degree tracks and are held to
the same academic standards of performance as all other
students;19 and d) Realize a 2.0 grade-point average,
quarter-by-quarter or semester-by-semester to gain and
maintain eligibility for participation in athletic events,
with the grades and academic records certified by the
school’s chief academic officer.20

2. Advise the NCAA and its member institutions that: a)
The need to vastly improve their transparency and report-
ing is a very serious matter and that their tax-exempt sta-
tus will be conditioned on full disclosure; and b) Their
operations will be subject to IRS and congressional over-
sight as well to severe penalties (in addition to the loss of
their tax-exempt status) for noncompliance.21

3. Eliminate what appear to be clear violations of funda-
mental tax principles such as the loopholes that were
inserted in the tax laws to enable practices such as tax
deductions for contingent fees on seat tickets and sky-
box lease payments. 

4. Be more rigorous in assessing the UBIT status of the
revenues received by organizations, such as the NCAA,
whose sports entertainment business mission is largely
tangential to the educational mission of colleges and
universities. 

5. Require the NCAA and their member institutions to employ
a standard uniform system of accounting in their athletic
departments that is subject to public financial audits.22

CONCLUDING REMARKS – The implementation of the
above recommendations by the IRS – requiring enhanced
transparency and reporting on the part of the NCAA and its
member institutions – would not only increase tax revenues,
but also help restore academic and financial integrity in col-
leges and universities supporting big-time sports programs,
especially football and men’s basketball. These restorations
would go a long way toward reclaiming academic primacy in
higher education – doing that which presidents, governing
boards, faculty, the NCAA, the Knight Commission, and oth-
ers have failed to do for a variety of reasons.
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tember 12, 2007, “Comments by The Drake Group on the Draft of
a Redesigned IRS Form 990.”

2 FERPA is part of the Federal General Provisions Concerning Edu-
cation (GEPA), a set of unfunded conditions on the receipt of fed-
eral education funds. It is commonly referred to as the Buckley
Amendment to GEPA. See Matthew R. Salzwedel & Jon Ericson,
“Cleaning Up Buckley: How the Family Educational Rights and
Privacy Act Shields Academic Corruption in College Athletics,”
Wisconsin Law Review, Volume 2003, Number 6, 1053-1113.
TDG has recommended that the Congress add interpretive wording
to FERPA’s student privacy provisions to make abundantly clear
that this legislation does not prohibit release of information on the
academic performance of individual athletic teams in whole or in
part, so long as the data do not identify individual team members.
Supplementary recommendations relative to FERPA that will
ensure academic integrity of institutions of higher education are as
follows: a) Under Department of Education guidelines, “Directory
Information” shall be amended to insert  “courses, including the
name of the professor” following “major field of study,” and  b)
Institutions shall make public academic records of members of stu-
dent groups sufficient in number to protect the privacy of individ-
ual students, students’ courses including the grade, name of the
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17 Over the years, the NCAA has made a number of rule changes
that have emphasized athletics over academics so as to move
their D-1A football and men’s basketball programs to profession-
al levels. The NCAA has resisted providing college athletes
meaningful opportunities to function as real students by not
agreeing to: a) Restore first-year ineligibility for freshmen with
expansion to include transfer athletes; b) Reduce the number of
athletic events that infringe on student class time, with class
attendance made a priority over athletics participation—including
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Restore multiyear athletic scholarships—five-year scholarships
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(currently, an athletic scholarship is an agreement between ath-
lete and coach/athletic department, renewed based on ATHLETIC
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awards all other need-based aid – in that case, it does not need to
be a five year award as the student will continue to receive his or
her need-based aid, even if they leave the team. A strong case for
switching to need-based aid as the only way to break the cycle of
sponsoring professional teams on college campuses is made by
John Gerdy in his most recent book, Air Ball: American Educa-
tion’s Failed Experiment with Elite Athletics; and d) Require ath-
letes to honor the terms of their multiyear athletic scholarship
with appropriate penalties to the school and athlete for broken
commitments such as ‘one and out’ to the NBA. 

18 Attending class is a public act; disclosing the names of courses
and professors while not releasing students’ grades provides the
appropriate balance between a student’s right to privacy and the
public’s right to know the conduct of faculty, administrators and
governing board members. The purpose of transparency is to
focus on the conduct of faculty, administrators and governing
board members, not on student conduct. Transparency would
require disclosure of courses taken by the school’s football and
basketball team players as well as cohorts representing 50% of
the players with the most playing time, the average grades for the
athletes and the average grades for all students in those courses,
the names of advisors and professors who teach those courses,
and whole-period class attendance records for the athletes. 

19 The schools should be required to identify: a) The Department of
Education’s National Advisory Committee on Institutional Quali-
ty and Integrity (NACIQI) approved accrediting organization
responsible for accrediting the tracks, especially for the general
studies and other ‘diploma-mill-like’ degree tracks commonly
engineered for athletes by their school’s academic support center
staff, and b) The responsible authority for academic counseling
and support services for athletes. Such services  should be the
same for all students and in no way under the influence of the
athletic department. 

20 It is reasonable to expect that a legitimate student have no less
than a “C” average. The school’s chief academic officer should be
held personally accountable for academic corruption. 

21 Conditioning the continuation of the NCAA's tax-exempt status
on their meeting specific reporting requirements such as outlined
herein and plugging the tax loopholes that help subsidize the col-
lege sports arms race will provide a strong message as to the seri-
ous nature of the revised Form 990 and its schedules. Self
assessment and reporting by colleges and universities, as well as
weak enforcement by the NCAA, and even weaker penalties for
infractions, provide an enormous incentive for schools to scheme
and cheat. Failure to implement and comply with the IRS report-
ing requirements should put the NCAA and/or individual institu-
tions at risk of losing their tax-exempt status. Once implemented,
evidence of a continuation of existing patterns of fraud, contin-
ued efforts by universities and colleges to circumvent the intent
of these measures, or, retaliation against whistleblowers, should
garner severe penalties

22 Convenience accounting and budgeting practices will continue to
be used by the NCAA cartel to deceive and confuse faculty, the
public, the Congress and the IRS about athletic department finan-
cials unless and until schools are forced to employ a uniform sys-
tem of accounting that includes total capital expenditures,
depreciation, and total staff costs from all sources, as well as be
subject to public financial audits. The threat of Sarbanes-Oxley
would certainly bring the NCAA and its member institutions to
sharp attention. 
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The 2008 Technologies Applied to Electronics Teaching Con-
ference (TAEE 2008) is a well-consolidated congress oriented
to Educators related to Electrical and Electronic areas
(http://taee2008.unizar.es/).

The First Congress was celebrated in 1994 in Madrid
(Spain), and since then congresses have been celebrated every
two years. In 1998, during the celebration of the third Con-
gress, the participation was opened to the Latin American
countries. This situation has been followed in later con-
gressess. The inclusion of Latin American countries was stim-
ulated by the participation of many universities in a program
of the European Commission called Alpha. In 2006, technical
co-sponsorship of the IEEE Education Society was included.

Under the acronym of TAEE, not only congresses have
been celebrated but other initiatives directed to the same
objective have taken place such as the creation of a “TAEE
Resource Centre”. In this Centre there are gathered the differ-
ent didactic resources that have been presented in the TAEE
Congresses or that have been donated by companies or groups
of professors. This is a Centre of creation, application, evalua-
tion and diffusion of resources and experiences on the use of
the technologies for traditional or distance education. Its
objective is the knowledge sharing and the reuse of the educa-
tional resources. Further information is in http://
www.euitt.upm.es/taee/recursos/Centro_Recursos_TAEE.htm.

2008 Conference Information. Call for papers.
The TAEE 2008 conference will be celebrated in July 2008 at
the University of Zaragoza, in Spain. In its organization, sev-
eral Spanish and Latin American Universities that are part of
the TAEE network, and different companies, will collaborate.

The main topics of the Congress are the following ones:
European Space for Higher Education, Learning using the
Internet and Educational Resources for traditional education.

TAEE 2008 will last three days. It will be structured in the
following elements:

• Plenary sessions – Round tables.
• Parallel sessions for the presentation of oral papers.
• Parallel sessions for the presentation of posters.

• Demonstrations of finished educational products.
• Exhibitions of companies from the Electronics industry.
• Working group sessions.

The thematic areas used to organize the collaborations to the
congress will be:

• Electronics fundamentals 
• Analogue electronics
• Digital systems 
• Microcontrollers
• Electronic instrumentation
• Power electronics 
• Device technology 
• Control systems
• Signal processing
• Communication systems
• Educational resources 
• Educational experiences
• Distance learning: Methods, technologies, and assessment
• Elaboration of new curricula
• Adaptation to European Credit Transfer System
• Education for people with disabilities and elderly people

The official languages of the congress will be Spanish and
English.

Manuscript deadline has been extended to 12 November
2007.
Zaragoza (Spain) and the Expo 2008
Along with the celebration of the conference, the Internation-
al Conference Expo 2008 will take place in Zaragoza
(http://www.expozaragoza2008.es/). 

This International Conference is regulated by the BIE,
French abbreviation for the International Expositions Bureau
(Bureau International des Expositions). Water and Sustain-
able Development is the main topic of the Expo 2008

This coincidence will give all the TAEE 2008 attendees the
opportunity to visit the Expo 2008 which will include exhibi-
tions and performances by artists.
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Letter to the Education Society Administrative Committee

Dear Colleagues,

I have recently returned from a conference in Poland,
EUROCON 2007, where I presented a tutorial on the ama-
teur radio in engineering education, for details see
http://eurocon2007.isep.pw.edu.pl/index.php?id=tutorials.ph
p Please note that the amateur radio computing is my person-
al long-time hobby and not-for-profit activity. 

Besides the tutorial, I brought along some 20+ kilograms of
various IEEE brochures and publications to display there, in
order to promote IEEE membership and activities, as well as
to award the most active discussants in the tutorial. I enclose a
picture of the publications. As a Student member of IEEE

Computer Soc and Communications Soc I presented only their
publications. 

I plan to continue with that kind of promoting activities,
and it makes me wonder if IEEE Education Society will be
capable and willingly to donate some publications to be dis-
tributed during next events I am planning to participate. If so,
please let me know. 

Best regards, 

Miroslav Skoric 
http://tldp.org/HOWTO/FBB.html 
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IEEE Education Society Vice President Susan
Lord stands beside one of the many banners
that proclaim the 50th Anniversary of the
society. The celebration at the 2007 FIE
Conference in Milwaukee began a year long
celebration of the 50 years of activity of the
Education Society.

IEEE President and CEO Leah Jamieson (left)
and IEEE Education Society President Joseph

L.A. Hughes cut one of the many 50th
Anniversary cakes that were prepared for the
gala celebration and social event at the 2007

FIE conference. 

eduNL1107  10/24/07  1:41 PM  Page 16


