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Missing Links of the Industry Partnership Capstone 

 for Engineering Students 

 

Abstract 

Industry-partnered capstone projects are designed to help engineering students integrate technical 

knowledge with real-world practice. However, these collaborations often fall short of expectations 

due to misalignments between academic and industrial goals. This study investigates the missing 

links that constrain the effectiveness of industry partnership capstone projects. Five critical issues 

were identified: unclear project objectives, inconsistent communication, insufficient professional 

skills of students, restricted authentic industry engagement, and value proposition. The findings 

indicate that divergent priorities and timelines between universities and corporations frequently 

undermine both learning and partnership outcomes. To address these challenges, the study 

proposes a framework emphasizing early goal alignment, structured communication and 

mentoring, continuous feedback, and sustained engagement. Strengthening these missing links can 

enhance student learning, improve project outcomes, and foster more enduring university-industry 

collaborations in engineering education. 
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1. Introduction 

Traditionally, engineering higher education institutions have introduced experiential learning 

curricula through senior design capstone projects in partnership with local corporations and 

industrial alumni networks [1,2,19,20]. Industries value higher education institutions as ideal 

partners for outsourcing research and development activities and enhancing competitiveness 

through the exchange of knowledge and technology. In turn, industry partnerships provide 

universities with a value-added source of funding to support research activities. However, 

traditional approaches often lack sufficient depth to adequately prepare students for complex, real-

world applications. 

Active learning surpasses traditional passive learning by encouraging students to engage in 

activities that foster critical thinking and problem-solving skills to address contemporary business 

challenges [3,12,16,17].  A common challenge lies in how to integrate interactive, collaborative, 

multidisciplinary, and authentic engineering practice into corporate partnerships [4,13,15]. The 

literature reveals similar gaps in supplier partnerships and collaborations worldwide, including 

aerospace industries in India, building materials sectors in Africa, industry stakeholders in Lavita, 

the construction industry in Vietnam, and industries in the Netherlands [6–11]. Many researchers 

argue that reforms in higher education consistently lag evolving industry needs [18]. Furthermore, 

engineering graduates often lack effective communication skills, and limited industrial trust 



continues to challenge alignment between academic programs and workplace expectations 

[5,17,19]. Fostering alumni engagement may serve as a critical bridge to enrich such 

collaborations.  The purpose of this paper is to investigate the missing links that constrain the 

effectiveness of common industry-partnered capstone projects for engineering students.  Five 

critical areas are examined in the following sections: 

 

A. Misalignment of goals and expectations 

B. Inconsistent communication and mentorship 

C. Insufficient professional skills of students 

D. Restricted authentic industry engagement 

E. Impact on value proposition 

 

This study is based on lessons learned from the Industrial Engineering – Professional Master’s 

Program (PMP) at Purdue University over the past 5 years. A total of 57 PMP semester-long 

capstone projects were executed by 72 graduate students in collaboration with 16 major 

corporations, including American Airlines, Apple, Canon Medical, Caterpillar, CNH Industrial, 

Continental Tire, Cummins, Dana, Eaton, GE Aerospace, Tesla, Thermo Fisher Scientific, and 

others. Due to the complexity of certain capstone projects, substantial industry grants were 

received from various sponsors to support travel expenses, deliverables, and PMP outstanding 

student awards. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1: System Thinking Model to constrain Effectiveness of Industry Capstone Projects 
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This study employs a structured survey instrument consisting of five purposefully designed 

questions to assess experiential learning effectiveness and capture stakeholder perceptions. The 

survey targets engineering students and faculty advisors/mentors across eight Carnegie-

designated R1 research institutions located in the West Coast, Midwest, Southern, and East Coast 

regions of the United States. The subsequent sections examine each survey question in detail. 

 

2. Misalignment of Goals and Expectations   

The complexity of capstone projects ranges from academic exercises (e.g., linear programming for 

optimizing an inventory planning problem) to projects with unrealistic industry expectations (e.g., 

setting up a robotic integration system). This variation largely depends on how well the project 

scope and expected deliverables are reviewed and defined at the beginning of the semester. In 

addition, industry executive sponsors may choose to structure projects into multiple phases (e.g., 

4, 8, or 12 months).  

 

1st Survey Question: Based on your experience, how would you characterize Industry Capstone 

Projects in terms of goal and expectation alignment? 

A) Misaligned – Unrealistic expectations, ambitious objectives, or scope can be changed. 

B) Academically Oriented – Clearly defined scope, but primarily focused on academic learning 

outcomes. 

C) Time-Constrained – Clearly defined practical objectives, but insufficient time for 

implementation within one semester. 

D) Well-Aligned – Clearly defined scope and deliverables with practical, on-site impact over a 

9–12 month duration. 

 

Such misalignment is commonly observed in undergraduate senior design capstone projects. 

Students frequently struggle to connect technical deliverables with broader organizational value 

and business impact. Limited prior industry exposure further constrains their ability to identify 

systemic gaps and formulate implementable engineering solutions, particularly when sponsors 

provide ambiguously defined problem statements or incomplete project framing. In cases where 

faculty advisors maintain limited interaction with industry sponsors, student teams lack the 

authority and structural support necessary to recalibrate project scope when complexity exceeds 

the standard 10–13 working week timeline. Conversely, insufficient project depth may also result 

in perceived under-challenge, raising concerns about academic rigor and experiential value. 

 

3. Inconsistent Communication and Mentorship 

Communication is essential to the success of any academic - industry project. Depending on each 

team’s agreed-upon structure with the sponsor, the frequency of meetings with the industry team 

may vary from twice a month to twice a week. However, many academic advisors and faculty 

members have acknowledged that they rarely attend weekly meetings with industry sponsors or 

visit sponsor facilities alongside student teams. 



2nd Survey Question: Based on your experience, how would you characterize communication and 

mentorship practices in Industry Capstone Projects? 

A) Fragmented Communication – Irregular communication among students, faculty advisors, 

and industry sponsors; reliance primarily on email; limited faculty participation in meetings; 

delayed feedback affecting project progress. 

B) Partially Coordinated – Students meet weekly with the industry sponsor and separately with 

the faculty advisor; limited integration among all three parties. 

C) Periodic Joint Engagement – Faculty advisor, industry sponsor, and students meet jointly 

once per month for progress updates. 

D) Highly Integrated Collaboration – Two or more weekly onsite or virtual meetings involving 

students, industry sponsors, and faculty advisors; consistent real-time communication (e.g., 

Teams, WhatsApp); active faculty engagement in understanding business challenges and coaching 

both students and sponsors. 

 

Conversations with over 100 faculty members from multiple R1 institutions over the past five 

years suggest that capstone advising commonly follows an academic mentoring model, wherein 

faculty meet weekly with student teams in a structure resembling graduate research supervision. 

Students, however, are generally responsible for managing interactions with industry sponsors 

independently, whether virtually or in person. 

This structural separation creates a temporal and cultural misalignment between academic and 

industry expectations. In industry settings, responsiveness and urgency are integral to effective 

collaboration and decision-making. Yet, it is not uncommon for students to respond to sponsor 

communications after delays of two to four days, despite business contexts in which decisions 

may be required within hours. 

Furthermore, many students adopt a reactive work pattern, postponing substantive progress until 

immediately before weekly meetings. Such behavior often reveals gaps in data or information 

too late to recover within the same cycle, thereby delaying progress. When this pattern recurs 

one to three times within a 16-week semester, the cumulative time loss becomes substantial, 

directly undermining project deliverables and experiential learning objectives. A simple temporal 

calculation underscores the risk: in a 13 working-week engagement, the loss of several 

productive weeks can fundamentally compromise project success. 

 

4. Insufficient Professional Skills of Students 

Engineering students may lack readiness in project management and people-engagement skills. 

Engineering curricula often do not adequately cover topics such as team building, time 

management, conflict resolution, or change management. Furthermore, training in digital 

operational excellence, Design for X, and tools such as Power BI is offered only to a limited extent. 

In academia, it is commonly assumed that students can gain substantial experiential learning 



through summer internships and co-op experiences. However, the degree of difficulty and 

responsibility associated with internships is not comparable to that of full-time engineering roles. 

For most major corporations, internships and co-op programs primarily serve as mechanisms to 

evaluate whether a student is a suitable candidate for full-time employment upon graduation. 

Perspectives shared by senior managers and executives suggest that summer internships are 

primarily structured as talent development pipelines rather than performance-driven business 

initiatives. Consequently, organizations generally do not anticipate significant or measurable 

business impact from these limited-duration assignments. 

 

3rd Survey Question: Based on your experience, how would you assess students’ professional 

readiness in Industry Capstone Projects? 

A) Insufficient Foundational Skills – Limited readiness in project and time management, client 

engagement, conflict resolution, and operational excellence (OpEx) principles. 

B) Limited Industry Tools Exposure – Minimal training in project management and limited 

exposure to industry standards and tools (e.g., APQP, PFEP, Lean Six Sigma, DFX, SAP, Power 

BI, FlexSim, Digital Twin). 

C) Restricted Executive-Level Experience – Some industry exposure through internships or co-

ops, but limited experience in business negotiation and executive-level storytelling or presentation. 

D) Strong Professional Integration – Intensive digital operational excellence training combined 

with regular on-site or virtual engagement with senior executives under structured professional 

mentorship. 

The misalignment between academic preparation and industry expectations remains a systemic 

concern for engineering education. Evidence of this gap can be inferred from the substantial annual 

investments corporations make in structured Leadership Development Programs (LDPs). 

Engineering graduates are commonly recruited into rotational programs spanning 18–36 months, 

with assignments across Product Development, Manufacturing Operations, Supply Chain, and 

Technical Applications functions. These programs are intentionally designed to cultivate cross-

functional awareness, operational discipline, and leadership capacity; competencies not 

consistently developed within traditional undergraduate curricula. 

The scale and duration of these initiatives signal that corporations perceive undergraduate 

engineering education as insufficient for immediate high-impact contribution. Consequently, there 

is an urgent need to re-examine pedagogical models and embed experiential, interdisciplinary, and 

industry-integrated learning more deeply within core technical coursework. Partnerships between 

higher education institutions and industry sponsors, through grants, co-developed modules, and 

applied learning ecosystems, may serve as mechanisms to narrow this readiness gap. Programs 

such as the MIT NEET Program at Massachusetts Institute of Technology demonstrate how 

project-centric, interdisciplinary curricula can systematically integrate professional skill 

development with technical mastery. 



Regular dialogue with corporate executives further reinforces concerns that many graduates lack 

the technical agility, digital fluency, and execution intensity required in contemporary engineering 

environments. In certain cases, curricula have not evolved at a pace commensurate with enterprise-

scale digital transformation initiatives underway in major global corporations. 

 

5. Restricted Authentic Industry Engagement 

For most engineering capstone teams, budgets for regular travel to sponsor facilities are limited, 

often due to geographic proximity constraints. In addition, some major corporations have policies 

that restrict the sharing of internal data and information needed to support capstone projects, 

resulting in the use of sanitized or minimal datasets. In many cases, the primary project sponsor 

engages with the student team only during the project kickoff and final presentation. Most ongoing 

interactions occur between students and assigned engineers or project engineers, rather than 

managerial-level stakeholders. 

 

4th Survey Question: Based on your experience, how would you characterize the level of authentic 

industry engagement in Industry Capstone Projects? 

A) Minimal On-Site Exposure – No hands-on facility visits during the semester; engagement 

limited to weekly or biweekly virtual meetings with industry sponsors. 

B) Declining Industry Participation – Active involvement at project kickoff, followed by 

reduced engagement; infrequent meetings; projects potentially simplified relative to real industry 

complexity. 

C) Restricted Data Access – Regular meetings maintained, but limited access to production data 

due to sanitization or proprietary constraints. 

D) Full Industry Integration – Comprehensive facility access, availability of operational data 

under nondisclosure agreements (NDAs), and regular working sessions with plant or senior 

managers. 

 

Limited funding for capstone projects constrains the extent to which student teams can conduct 

on-site visits to industry-sponsored facilities, thereby reducing opportunities to develop contextual 

understanding of products, processes, and operational constraints. Restricted access to production 

and supply chain data further diminishes the potential for meaningful business impact. Over the 

past five years, several major corporations, including Tesla, Apple, and GE Aerospace, have 

enforced stringent policies limiting the sharing of proprietary operational data with student 

capstone teams, even under formal non-disclosure agreements. While such policies are 

understandable from a risk management perspective, constrained data access inevitably limits 

analytical rigor and practical relevance. In computational and simulation contexts, this limitation 

reflects the well-known principle of “garbage in, garbage out,” whereby insufficient or low-quality 

inputs restrict the validity of outcomes. 



In contrast, corporations such as Caterpillar, Eaton, and American Airlines have adopted a more 

integrated partnership model by embedding students from the PMP as extended team members. In 

these collaborations, students are granted structured access to relevant internal datasets, conduct 

frequent site visits, evaluate multiple operational scenarios, and develop predictive and 

prescriptive analytics solutions. Functioning effectively as an external digital Operational 

Excellence (OpEx) consulting team, students contribute to measurable process improvements 

while simultaneously gaining authentic enterprise experience. 

Such reciprocal partnerships often yield mutual benefits. Executive leaders demonstrate stronger 

commitment by allocating cross-functional resources from Engineering, Operational Excellence, 

Quality, and Supply Chain functions to support sponsored projects. These deeper collaborations 

not only enhance the likelihood of tangible operational impact but also create pathways for talent 

identification and subsequent employment opportunities. 

 

6. Impact on Value Proposition  

Conventionally, the assessment of engineering capstone projects focuses on elements such as team 

reports (15–20 pages), PowerPoint presentations, project posters, and industry sponsor feedback. 

In most cases, measurable industry outcomes or solution implementation are not the primary 

evaluation criteria due to limitations in access to internal data and time constraint. Nevertheless, if 

the initial project scope were better aligned with the industry’s strategic roadmap and included 

clearly defined, measurable targets (e.g., reducing inventory by 20-30% or improving productivity 

by 20-40%), the overall capstone experience could provide greater benefits to both industry and 

academia. 

 

5th Survey Question: Based on your experience, how effectively did the Capstone assessment 

reflect industry value proposition? 

A) Academically Driven Assessment – Evaluation primarily based on reports and presentations 

rather than measurable industry outcomes (a nice engineering tryout/practice). 

B) Strategic Misalignment – Project scope not aligned with the sponsor’s strategic roadmap or 

priority initiatives, limited direct business impact (no urgency in 12 months). 

C) Unclear Implementation Path – Project outcomes generated but sponsors uncertain about 

implementation feasibility or measurable value realization (no deployment plan). 

D) Strategically Aligned Value Creation – Assessment aligned with corporate strategy and 

priorities; final deliverables demonstrate measurable business impact and clear value proposition. 

 

Over the past five years, several senior executives, particularly new industry sponsors, have 

questioned the comparatively substantial grant levels requested to support each PMP project 

relative to traditional senior design capstone models in other departments (e.g., business schools) 



or peer institutions. As reported in prior studies [22], a typical undergraduate senior design 

capstone project receives industry sponsorship ranging from $0 to $7,000 per semester. In contrast, 

individual projects within the PMP may require grants ranging from $65,000 to $130,000 over a 

9-12 month engagement period, inclusive of travel expenses and applicable indirect costs. 

This financial differential reflects a fundamentally different value proposition. Senior global 

executives evaluate such investments through a business lens, emphasizing measurable returns, 

strategic alignment, and long-term organizational benefit. Sponsorship decisions are therefore 

guided not merely by educational goodwill, but by anticipated operational improvements and 

tangible economic gains. 

In practice, senior executive leaders, many of whom are distinguished alumni, assess sustained 

partnership with the PMP along four primary dimensions: 

 

1. Value proposition and quantifiable business impact, often expressed in direct or indirect 

financial return. 

2. Strategic alignment with corporate priorities, digital transformation initiatives, or 

operational excellence objectives. 

3. Talent pipeline development, enabling proactive recruitment for internships and full-time 

positions while reducing hiring and onboarding costs through early identification of high-

potential candidates. 

4. Long-term academic–industry partnership, designed to jointly address evolving 

technological and operational challenges. 

 

Viewed through this framework, the higher sponsorship level reflects a shift from a transactional 

capstone model toward a strategic partnership model, wherein student teams function as embedded 

contributors capable of delivering enterprise-level value rather than purely academic outputs. 

 

 

7. System Thinking to Improve Effectiveness of Industry Capstone Projects 

The gap between academia and industry sponsors can be narrowed by introducing the following 

systems-thinking model to enhance the effectiveness of industry-partnered capstone projects. This 

model has been successfully implemented at the Edwardson School of Industrial Engineering in 

Purdue University over the past five years. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2: System Thinking Model to improve Effectiveness of Industry Capstone Projects 

 

Over the five years, a total of 57 semester-long PMP capstone projects have been executed in 

collaboration with 16 major corporations. These engagements have resulted in measurable 

operational improvements and documented cost savings for participating industry sponsors. 

To further evaluate the experiential learning model and systematically compare outcomes across 

institutions, the authors developed a structured survey instrument consisting of five targeted 

questions. The survey is designed to assess experiential quality and quantify feedback from 

engineering students and faculty advisors at eight R1 research institutions representing the West 

Coast, Midwest, Southern, and East Coast regions of the United States. 

The initial survey distribution occurred in December 2025. However, because many participating 

institutions offer Senior or Master’s Design Capstone courses exclusively during the Spring 

semester, response rates were limited. The survey will therefore be redistributed in April 2026 to 

align with course delivery cycles. 

Upon completion of data collection, the authors intend to employ empirical analysis and a 

structured analytic framework to identify cross-institutional patterns, compare experiential 

models, and generate evidence-based insights among U.S. R1 institutions. The findings are 

expected to inform future scholarly dissemination and contribute to the broader discourse on 

industry-integrated engineering education. 
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8. Conclusions 

Industry-partnered capstone projects are intended to integrate technical knowledge with authentic 

real-world practice, thereby enhancing both student learning and professional readiness. However, 

these collaborations frequently fall short of their intended objectives due to structural 

misalignments between academic priorities and industrial expectations. This study examines the 

“missing links” that constrain the effectiveness of industry-partnered capstone models by 

analyzing five critical dimensions that significantly influence overall project success. 

The investigation identifies several systemic factors that contribute to persistent goal misalignment 

across institutions. Inconsistent communication structures, limited faculty engagement with 

industry sponsors, and insufficient mechanisms for iterative feedback collectively undermine 

project performance. In addition, evidence suggests that engineering students may not consistently 

receive adequate professional preparation to operate effectively within digitally driven, data-

intensive business environments. 

Although numerous corporate sponsorships exist, many remain transactional in nature rather than 

strategically integrated. Such engagements often function as short-term or annual arrangements, 

emphasizing sponsorship presence rather than long-term collaboration. Consequently, these 

relationships may evolve into trusted but limited partnerships rather than deeply embedded 

academic - industry ecosystems. In some cases, partnerships dissolve following initial 

engagement, limiting sustained impact. 

When industry partners commit to full and strategic engagement, including data access, executive 

sponsorship, and cross-functional participation, a mutually beneficial outcome becomes 

achievable. Such collaborations can generate measurable financial and operational value for 

industry stakeholders while simultaneously strengthening academic programs and enhancing 

student experiential learning. Addressing these structural gaps can therefore improve project 

outcomes, elevate student competency development, and foster more durable and strategically 

aligned university - industry partnerships in engineering education. 

 

9. References 

 

[1] A. Yasuda, T. Ando, H. Hara, and K. Ajito (2025), “Long-Term Practical Project-Based Learning 

Education for Developing Advanced IoT Engineers on the Trinity Partnership: Industry-Academia-

Government”, IEEE Transactions on Education, v 68, n 4, p. 387-393 

[2] J.B. Passos, D.V. Enrique, et la., (2023), “University industry collaboration process: a systematic 

review of literature”, IJIS, Vol.15 No.3, pp.479-506  

[3] A. Escobar-Bazaldua, P. Rodriguez-Dobarganes, M. Flores-Martinez (2024), “The Influence of an 

Industry Partner on the Development of Manufacturing-Processes Competencies in Generation Z 

Engineering Students”, IEEE Global Engineering Education Conference (EDUCON), p.1-8. 



[4] X. Khoo and N. Sockalingam, (2024), “Designing Multi-disciplinary Interactive Collaborative 

Learning in Healthcare Engineering Education Through Academia-Industry Partnership”, Proceedings of 

the 26th International Conference on Interactive Collaborative Learning (ICL2023), Lecture Notes in 

Networks and Systems (911), p.249-256, 2024. 

[5] E. R. Brumberger and A. J.T. Ellsworth, (2025), “From Academy to Workplace: Perceptions of 

Engineering Communication Skills”, IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication, v68, n4, p. 

451-466. 

[6] G. Yogindra, P. and G.S. Vijaya, (2024), “Strategic Supplier Partnership in Outstanding as Supply 

Chain Management Strategy-Impact on Competitiveness and Operational Performance of Indian 

Aerospace Industry”, Proceeding of the International Conference on Business and Technology (ICBT), 

Lecture Notes in Networks and Systems (1082), p. 137-151, 2024. 

[7] M.R. Hauwiller, A. Visheratina, D. Oeba, B.D. Ngom, S. Hernandez, M. Thuo, and N. Kotov (2025), 

“Industry-academia partnership in building materials science capacity in Africa”, MRS Communications, 

v15, n1, p.90-98, Feb. 2025. 

[8] L. Kamola, A. Lice, and I. Lapina (2025), “Dynamic Partnership Between Industry Stakeholders and 

Academia to Sustain a Resilient Framework for 21st century Higher Education in STEM”, Proceedings of 

World Multi-Conference on Systemics, Cybernetics and Informatics, WMSCI, p.196-204. 

[9] B.A. Christian, A.M. Tagwa, et la. (2024), “Collaborative Pathways: Enhancing Engineering 

Education through Industry-Academia Partnerships in Africa”, 2024 World Engineering Education 

Forum, WEEF-GEDC. 

[10] H.D. Nguyen, T.A. Nguyen, and V.V. Doan (2024), “Contribute to Knowledge About Barriers in 

Implementing Public Private Partnership Projects in Developing Countries: A Case of Vietnam”, CIGOS, 

LNCE 482, pp. 1408-1416. 

[11] S. Verdegaal, J. Den Hertog, and I. Visscher-Voerman (2023), “Equal Partnership Between 

Engineering Education And Industry – A Needs Analysis”, 51st Annual Conference of the European 

Society for Engineering Education (SEFI), p. 1425-1434. 

[12] N. Race, I. Eckley, et la. (2022), “Industry-Academia Research toward Future Network Intelligence: 

The NG-CDI Prosperity Partnership”, IEEE Network, v 36, n 1, p.18-24. 

[13] B. McCrory, J. Ma, et la (2025), “Integration of a new Electronic Health Record Application to 

Manage the Complexities of Clinical Trials: An Industry and Academic Partnership with Lessons 

Learned”, IISE Annual Conference and Expo 2025, Conference Proceedings, p. 1067-1072. 

[14] R. Malhotra, M. Massoudi, and R. Jindal (2023), “An alumni-based collaborative model to 

strengthen academia and industry partnership: The current challenges and strengths”, Education and 

Information Technologies, vol 28, p. 2263-2289. 

[15] J.P. Queiroz-Neto, J.M. de Sousa, et la (2023), “Advanced Training in Industrial Robotics using 

Project-Based Learning and Design Thinking in a partnership between the university and industry”, IEEE 

Frontiers in Education Conference (FIE), p.1-5. 

[16] T. ten Broeke, T. Koorman, et la (2025), “Undergraduate education as catalyst for public-private 

partnership in biotechnology: Career feature”, Nature Biotechnology, v 43, n 2, p. 282-283, Feb 2025. 



[17] F. Asplund and E. Flening, (2022), “Boundary spanning at work placements: challenges to 

overcome, and ways to learn in preparation for early career engineering”, EJEE, vol 47, no. 1, 50-69. 

[18] Y. Xi, Hao Shen, and X. Chen, (2022), “Bridging the Gap between University Engineering 

Education and Enterprise Requirements”, Mobile Networks and Applications, p 1209-1217. 

[19] P. Pantzos, L. Gumaelius, et la., (2023), “Engineering students’ perceptions of the role of work 

industry-related activities on their motivation for studying and learning in higher education”, EJEE, Vol. 

48, No. 1, 91-109. 

[20] R. Shah and A.L. Gillen, (2023), “A systematic literature review of university-industry partnerships 

in engineering education”, EJEE, vol 48, no.6, 1-27. 

[21] N.H. Ben Fong, (2022), “An Innovative Professional Master’s Program to Improve Industrial 

Readiness” (Presentation), IISE Annual Conference & Expo 2022, Seattle, WA, May 21-24. 

[22] N.H. Ben Fong and P. A. Brunese (2024) “Innovative Professional Master’s Capstone to bridge the 

gap between academia and industry”, ASEE Annual Conference, Portland, OR, June 23-26. 

[23] Panel Discussions and Workshops, Capstone Design Conference 2022, Dallas, TX, June 6-8. 

[24] N.H. Ben Fong (2023), “World-Class ISE Workforce Development at Purdue” (Presentation), IISE 

Annual Conference & Expo 2023, New Orleans, LA, May 20-23. 

[25] N.H. Ben Fong (2025), “The Digital OpEx Solutions for Two Cases”, (Presentation), IISE Annual 

Conference and Expo 2025, Atlanta, GA, May 31 - June 3. 

[26] N.H. Ben Fong (2025), “IAB Panel Discussion: Choosing the Right Industry”, IISE Annual 

Conference and Expo 2025, Atlanta, GA, May - June 3. 

 


