
Assessment: Assessment Unit Four Column
Spring/Summer 2019

El Camino: PLOs (MATH) - Computer Sciences

PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

PLO Status: Active

Action: It would appear that SLO #
1 was accomplished in all
computer science courses in 2014.
In next evaluation cycle for this
PLO computer science faculty may
increase the rigor of testing for
SLO # 1 and adapt a 75-75 success
standard rule. Increase of rigor
would require using projects and
questions with more complicated
algorithms that would teach
students relevant
software/programming
technologies at an elevated level
of understanding. Examples of
these could be, animation or
android apps development in CSCI
3 (Java) class, Increasing size of
the inheritance system with more
levels of inheritance in
CSCI30(Advanced C++), or design
and production of data structures
for search engines in CSCI 2 (Data
Structure) classes. (01/22/2018)

Follow-Up: We have not adopted
a 75-75 success standard rule for

Action Category: SLO/PLO
Assessment Process

Semester of Current Assessment: 2014-15 (Fall 2014)
Standard Met: Standard Met
In 2014, across all classes in Computer Science we assessed
282 students for SLO #1. Macroscopic result is that about
241 or 85 % student successfully completed SLO #1 as per
rubric given above (meeting level 3 or higher). About 215
students or 76 % achieved level 4 or higher. Further data
analysis is awaited to get a finer or microscopic picture of
these data.

Overall, it seems that Computer Science department is
successfully meeting its 70-70 rule with comfortable margin.
If this success pattern continues then Computer Science
department may consider adapting a 75-75 rule in future.

Computer Science being an application and system software
design/production, and computer architecture/compiler
design intensive discipline, many instructors found use of
lab based projects as successful measure of depth of
student understanding. Still, considering the fact that our
CSCI 1 class is taken by a large number of non-computer
scientists, professors felt the need to incorporate
tests/examinations as a measure of student understanding
as well. Lab work submission was individual but students
were encouraged to discuss Computer Science principles
used in them to learn from each other. This improved
mutual communication in the laboratory environment. In
many SLO and other projects, students were encouraged to

Project - Description of Assessment
Methods:
The success in Computer Science
career in part depends upon mastery
of designing and understanding,
algorithms, data structures; coding
and testing them and creating
documentation pertaining to overall
software solution. In addition the
operating system specific courses
require student to understand and
be competent in various operating
system components and procedures.
Thus we have used variety of
assessment methods that included
projects and programs, examination
questions, and performing operating
system specific tasks in class such as
UNIX. Brief summary of assessment
method used in various courses is
below:

CSCI 1 – Students created
algorithm(s), projects with C++
functions (each function requiring its
own algorithm), or answered
examination questions related to a
complex algorithm. Algorithms
and/or entire project(s) related to

PLO Assessment Cycle: 2014-15 (Fall
2014), 2018-19 (Spring 2019)

PLO #1 Using Specifications - Upon
completion of their course of study in
the Computer Science Department,
students, when given a specification
for a program or program segment,
will be able to design, code, compile,
test and document a solution.

Input Date: 07/01/2013
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

Faculty Assessment Leader: Satish Singhal
Faculty Contributing to Assessment: M. Ghyam, D Akins, S
Sherif, Satish Singhal, Joe Hyman, G Scott, J Leon, R Taylor
Courses Associated with PLO Assessment: CSCI 1, CSCI 2,
CSCI 3, CSCI 16, CSCI 30, CSCI 40

our CS classes. However, we have
increased the rigor by using
projects and questions with more
complicated assessment answers.
In CSCI-30 we've added a much
larger project that includes more
challenging inheritance solutions.
We are planning to offer an
advanced Java class in Spring 19
which will have Android OS
concepts. (10/15/2018)

see that how they are actually creating small piece of
software that could fit a larger software system, be it a
database, banking system, code reuse in a software, or
payroll processing system. Non SLO projects spanned other
parts of software industry and applications.
 (03/22/2015)

to store and manipulate data, and
problems such as payroll processing
systems.

CSCI 2 – Students did projects
related to application of data
structures, such as stack, queue, and
binary search tree. Applications
were made to projects that either
simulated part of a database system,
or the project showed that how
using data structures in a unique
combination can solve some
interesting Computer Science
problems.

CSCI 3 – Students completed the
Banking application software in
which they completed design,
coding, testing/debugging the
application to conform to given
specification document.

CSCI 16 – Students completed
multiple projects using assembly
language for IBM PC compatibles
solving problems related to matrix
and polynomial mathematics, and
evaluation of algebraic expressions.

CSCI 30 – Students completed
multiple projects on simulation of
Standard Template Library (STL)
collection called vector, and projects
on using multiple and single
inheritance for software
development.

CSCI 40 – Students completed
project(s) related to file and
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

Standard and Rubric: Standard for
success
In Computer Science we went with
70-70 rule. If seventy percent or
higher percentage of students
scored seventy percent or higher on
the SLO assessment, then that SLO
was met.

Rubric levels are given by the table
below:
Level % Scored by a student
Level of understanding or successful
completion
Level 5 >90
Excellent comprehension of course
SLO. Student demonstrates the
mastery of SLO being measured.
Level 4 89 to 80                        Very
good comprehension of course SLO.
Student exhibits a strong
understanding of SLO being
measured. There are minor errors in
understanding principles and
procedures.
Level 3 79 to 70
Successful completion of SLO. Errors
made are usual average errors made
by students learning key concepts of
Computer Science.
Level 2 69 to 60                        Can
successfully complete SLO upon
repeating the course. Errors made
are high enough that projects and
problems of average difficulty were

subdirectory management,
movement, listing, deleting files and
other operating system specific tasks
on UNIX.
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

not completed.
Level 1 Below 60
May need substantial remedial work
even when repeating the course.
Only scant understanding of the
principles of the course taken.

Related Documents:
ComputerSciencePLO_2014.docx

Standard and Rubric: The table
below gives rubric levels specifying
the competence of students who
scored in certain percentage range in
SLO tests:

Level      Percentage Scored by a
student                 Level of
understanding/degree of SLO
completion
Level 5             >=90
Excellent comprehension of course
SLO
Level 4            89 to 80
Very good comprehension of course
SLO.
Level 3           79 to 70
Completion of SLO with average
success.
Level 2            69 to 60 Errors made
are high that problems of even
average difficulty were not
completed.
Level 1            <60        Only scant
understanding of the SLO topic

Faculty Assessment Leader: Solomon Russell
Faculty Contributing to Assessment: Solomon Russell,
Massoud Ghyam, Satish Singhal, Edwin Ambrosio, Victor
Matos
Courses Associated with PLO Assessment: CSCI 1, CSCI 2,
CSCI 3, CSCI 12, CSCI 14, CSCI 16, CSCI 30, CSCI 40

Action: We will continue to focus
on students following
specifications in all our classes.
We will also put emphasis on
program development and
problem-solving in our CS7 class.
(09/29/2019)
Action Category: Teaching
Strategies

Semester of Current Assessment: 2018-19 (Spring 2019)
Standard Met: Standard Met
Overall the performance of our computer science courses
was high. Seven out of the eight classes were assessed met
our 70 70 standards (where 70% of the students score
greater than 70% on their assessment). The two highest
percentages of students showing proficiency are our CSCI
14 and CSCI 3 classes, 100% and 92% respectively. These
two courses use program do not use C++, which might
account for the higher scores. This may show that students
find it easier to program solutions to problems when the
languages they use are not as complicated as C++.

The lowest score we received in proficiency was our CSCI 40
course at 57%. This could be due to the fact that this is a
course that does not have a CS1 prerequisite, as many of
our other class do. The prior experiences of students that
take this class are extremely varied. Some students are
taking their first CS course, while others have taken most of
the courses we offer and are ready to transfer to a
university. The instructor for the class also noted that they
increased the difficulty of this SLO from the previous
offering. Perhaps, these two factors influenced the low
percentage of students satisfactorily passing the standard.
(09/29/2019)

Exam/Test/Quiz - In assessing
classes tests with errant code were
given. Students were asked to
analyze and find the error, explain it,
and suggest a solution to fix the
error.
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

In Computer Science we went with
70-70 rule. If seventy percent or
higher percentage of students
scored seventy percent or higher in
SLO assessment, then that SLO was
met.
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Assessment: Assessment Unit Four Column
Spring/Summer 2019

El Camino: PLOs (MATH) - Math (Prospective Elementary School Teachers)

PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

PLO Status: Active

Standard and Rubric: The following
rubric will be used to assess this PLO.
Score of 4:
Students demonstrate a keen
understanding of a variety of
mathematical concepts.
Students are able to provide an
exemplary explanation of a variety
of mathematical concepts in written
and oral means.

Score of 3:
Students demonstrate a good
understanding of a variety of
mathematical concepts.
Students are able to provide a good
explanation of a variety of
mathematical concepts in written
and oral means.

Action: Instructors will continue
to emphasize the importance of
explanations in class discussions,
projects and assignments, and on
a variety of assessments.
Instructors will also continue to
emphasize the importance of class
attendance.  Students need to be
present in class in order to take
advantage of the many in class
opportunities for explanation of
mathematical concepts.
(09/13/2020)
Action Category: Teaching
Strategies

Semester of Current Assessment: 2018-19 (Spring 2019)
Standard Met: Standard Met
Results

Math 110, Math 115 & Math 116
Mean:  2.88
Standard Deviation:  0.947
Seventy-nine students were assessed in all three courses
and the breakdown is as follows
22 students or 28% scored a 4
35 students or 44% scored a 3
13 students or 17% scored a 2
9 students or 11% scored a 1
72% of the students completing Math 110, 115 and 116
scored a 3 or 4.  Standard was met.

Math 110 Only
Mean:  2.8
Standard Deviation:  1.04
Fifty-five students were assessed and the breakdown is as
follows
16 students or 29% scored a 4
21 students or 38% scored a 3
9 students or 16% scored a 2
9 students or 16% scored a 1
67% of the students completing Math 110 scored a 3 or 4.
Standard was not met.

Math 115 & Math 116 Only

Multiple Assessments - To assess
this SLO, faculty teaching Math 110,
Math 115, and Math 116 will use
tests, quizzes, class activities,
projects, homework, and writing
assignments to determine the level
of success students’ have reached
regarding this PLO.PLO Assessment Cycle: 2013-14

(Spring 2014), 2014-15 (Spring 2015),
2015-16 (Spring 2016), 2016-17
(Spring 2017), 2018-19 (Spring 2019)

PLO #2 Explaining Mathematical
Concepts - Students will be able to
demonstrate and explain
mathematical concepts using a
variety of methods.

Input Date: 07/01/2013
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

Score of 2:
Students demonstrate a fair
understanding of a variety of
mathematical concepts.
Students are able to provide fair
explanation about a variety of
mathematical concepts in written
and oral means.

Score of 1:
Students are unable to demonstrate
any understanding of a variety of
mathematical concepts.
Students are not able to provide an
explanation of a variety of
mathematical concepts in written
and oral means.

Faculty Assessment Leader: Susanne Bucher
Faculty Contributing to Assessment: Susie Tummers, Jacob

Mean:  3.08
Standard Deviation:  0.654
Twenty-four students were assessed and the breakdown is
as follows
6 students or 25% scored a 4
14 students or 58% scored a 3
4 students or 17% scored a 2
0 students scored a 1
83% of the students completing Math 115 and 116 scored a
3 or 4.  Standard was met.

Analysis

The data indicates that as a collective group (Math 110, 115,
& 116) students are able to adequately explain
mathematical concepts in both oral and written form.  If we
look only at the results for Math 110 we can see that these
students have not yet met the standard of success.
Typically courses prior to Math 110 do not focus on having
student explain mathematically concepts in depth so often
times students taking this entry level course in the math for
teacher program will struggle with their explanations.
Looking at the data for Math 115 & 116 only we can see
that these students have a better handle on their
explanations.  The majority of students will complete Math
110 first and then take Math 115 and/or 116 which means
they have already had some experience explaining
mathematical concepts.  Also the class size for both 115 and
116 was much smaller than the class sizes of 110 which
allowed for more individual attention from the instructor.
Due to the smaller class size the instructor for Math 116
used a new approach this semester which included speaking
to each student individually, prior to assessments, about
what concepts were still unclear to them.  From this student
feedback, review problems and conceptual understanding
discussions were completed prior to the assessment.
 (09/13/2019)

Additional Comments: No additional
comments.
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

Love, Susanne Bucher
Courses Associated with PLO Assessment: Math 110, 115,
116

Action: We plan to examine how
attendance impacts student
performance on each of the three
PLOs.  We contend that if students
are not in class, they not only miss
mathematics content, but more
importantly miss the opportunity
to explore and investigate the
underpinnings of a mathematical
idea, discuss how think and
reason mathematically, discover
the connections within
mathematics and between
mathematics and other
disciplines, and explain the
concepts in their own words.  We
plan to examine the correlation
between student attendance and
their rubric score for each of the
PLOs.  We will collect this data at
the end of the semester and
report the findings on the next
cycle of PLO assessment.
(05/15/2015)

Follow-Up: During the spring 2015
semester, we examined the
correlation between the number
of student absences and
achievement on PLO #1.  We
combined the scores for PLO #1,
PLO #2, and PLO #3 to produce a
SUM of PLO Scores.  We then
looked at three groups and
computed the Pearson Correlation

Action Category: SLO/PLO
Assessment Process

Semester of Current Assessment: 2013-14 (Spring 2014)
Standard Met: Standard Not Met
DATA
The data for this PLO is reported below.

Math 110, 115, and Math 116 (99 students)
23 (23%) scored a 4

41 (41%) scored a 3
31 (31%) scored a 2
4 (5%) scored a 1

64% of the students completing Math 110, 115, and 116
scored a 3 or 4.  Standard was not met.

Math 110 Only (43 students)
7 (16%) scored a 4

19 (44%) scored a 3
17 (40%) scored a 2
0 (0%) scored a 1

60% of the students completing Math 110 scored a 3 or 4.
Standard was not met.

Math 115 and 116 (56 students)
16 (28%) scored a 4

22 (40%) scored a 3
14 (25%) scored a 2
4 (7%) scored a 1

68% of the students completing Math 115 and 116 scored a
3 or 4.  Standard was not met.

ANALYSIS
The data indicates that both as a collective and individual
groups, Math 110, Math 115, and Math 116 are not able to
adequately explain mathematical concepts in written and
oral form.  Explaining mathematical concepts requires
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

Faculty Assessment Leader: Judy Kasabian
Faculty Contributing to Assessment: Susanne Bucher, Judy
Kasabian, Trudy Meyer, Susie Tummers
Courses Associated with PLO Assessment: Math 110, Math
115, Math 116

Coefficient  to determine if there
is any correlation between the
number of student absences and
assessment of the PLOs.

We compiled the data for three
groups and the data and
implications are listed below.

Math 110, Math 115, and Math
116:  Pearson Correlation
Coefficient = -.23 which indicates
no correlation.

Math 110 only:  The Pearson
Correlation Coefficient = -.30
which indicates that there is no
correlation.

Math 115 and Math 116 only:  The
Pearson Correlation Coefficient = -
21 which indicates that there is no
correlation.

Even though the Spring 2015
semester did not reveal any
correlation between absences and
achievement on PLOs, we plan to
continue to examine this idea in
future semesters. (04/30/2015)

students to have a deeper understanding of mathematical
ideas, make connections between mathematical ideas,
compare and contrast mathematical attributes, and to
delve in mathematics beyond just finding an answer.  This
task is complex and given the varied mathematical
experiences and knowledge levels of students, this PLO will
always be challenging.  In addition, explaining mathematical
concepts is not universally taught in all mathematics classes
so their experience with explanations is much more limited
than other tasks we ask students to do.  In addition, we
notice that if students do not regularly attend class, there
are obvious gaps in their understanding of the mathematics
topics being investigated, limited experience probing
mathematical ideas through inquiry activities, and little time
to discuss mathematical ideas with their peers and
instructor.
 (04/24/2014)

Standard and Rubric: RUBRIC FOR
ASSESSMENT
Score of 4:

Action: We continue to contend
that explaining mathematical
procedures is significantly less
difficult than explaining
mathematical concepts.  When a
student can explain a
mathematical concept, they show
a deeper and more
comprehensive understanding of

Semester of Current Assessment: 2016-17 (Spring 2017)
Standard Met: Standard Met
Math 110, Math 115, Math 116

Mean = 2.94
Standard Deviation = .51

Pearson Correlation Coefficient: -.19
Correlation Conclusion:  There is no correlation between
number of absences and PLO #2.
Average Number of Absences:  1.82
Sample Size:  72

Multiple Assessments - To
determine the score (using the
scoring rubric) for each student in
Math 110, Math 115, and Math116,
instructors use tests, quizzes,
projects, group work, group
discussions, and activities.
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

• Students demonstrate a
keen understanding of a variety of
mathematical concepts.
• Students are able to
provide an exemplary explanation of
a variety of mathematical concepts
in written and oral means.
Score of 3:
• Students demonstrate a
good understanding of a variety of
mathematical concepts.
• Students are able to
provide a good explanation of a
variety of mathematical concepts in
written and oral means.
Score of 2:
• Students demonstrate a
fair understanding of a variety of
mathematical concepts.
• Students are able to
provide fair explanation about a
variety of mathematical concepts in
written and oral means.
Score of 1:
• Students are unable to
demonstrate any understanding of a
variety of mathematical concepts.
• Students are not able to
provide an explanation of a variety
of mathematical concepts in written
and oral means.

CORRELATION BETWEEN THE
NUMBER OF ABSENCES AND THE
SUM OF THE SCORES FOR THE 3
PLOS

To determine if there is a positive
correlation, negative correlation, or
no correlation, the Pearson

Faculty Assessment Leader: Judy Kasabian
Faculty Contributing to Assessment: Judy Kasabian, Susie
Tummers, Susanne Bucher
Courses Associated with PLO Assessment: Math 110, Math
115, Math 116

the mathematics and are able to
connect mathematical ideas in a
logical way.  We also contend that
for future teachers, it is extremely
important that they are
competent in explanations of
procedures and concepts since
this is what will be required of
them when they become
classroom teachers.  We will
continue to emphasize the
importance of explanations in
class discussions, projects and
assignments, and on a variety of
assessments.  In addition, the
average number of absences for
students enrolled in Math 110,
Math 115, and Math 116 has
decreased as compared to the
students in these courses during
the Spring 2016 semester.  We
acknowledge that even though
the data is limited, we continue to
be encouraged with this trend and
will examine this trend over time.
(08/25/2018)

Follow-Up: Instructors in the
Math for Teachers program
continue to emphasize the
importance of explanations in
class discussions, projects,
assignments and assessment.

 (09/05/2018)

Action Category: Teaching
Strategies

Math 110 Only
Mean = 2.94
Standard Deviation = .75

Pearson Correlation Coefficient: -.51
Correlation Conclusion:  There is no correlation between
number of absences and PLO #2.
Average Number of Absences:  1.80
Sample Size:  52

Math 115 and Math 116 Only
Mean = 2.99
Standard Deviation = 0..66

Pearson Correlation Coefficient: -.51
Correlation Conclusion:  There is no correlation between
number of absences and PLO #2.
Average Number of Absences:  1.87
Sample Size:  20

At least 70% of the students in Math 110, 115, and 116 have
reached the benchmark of a score of 3 or higher. The mean
and standard deviation for PLO #2 has returned to the
typical performances of Math 115 and Math 116 students
which is in contrast with the findings from Spring 2016.  The
mean and standard deviation results continue to exhibit
that asking students to explain concepts in an articulate and
complete fashion is still a difficult task for some students.
We continue to contend that for future teachers, being able
to explain concepts and procedures in a clear fashion is
imperative for anyone who plans to become a classroom
teacher.

 (08/25/2017)

Action: We continue to contendSemester of Current Assessment: 2015-16 (Spring 2016)
Standard Met: Standard Met
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

Correlation Coefficient was used.
The Pearson Correlation Coefficient
represents the slope of the Best Fit
Line representing the data.  The
following scale is used to determine
correlation.

Pearson Correlation
Coefficient = 1.0 [Perfect Positive
Correlation]

Pearson Correlation
Coefficient between 0.7 and 1.0
[Acceptable Positive Correlation]

Pearson Correlation
Coefficient between 0.7 and -0.7 [No
Correlation]
Pearson Correlation Coefficient
between -0.7 and -1.0 [Acceptable
Negative Correlation]
Pearson Correlation Coefficient =
-1.0 [Perfect Negative Correlation]

TARGET FOR SUCCESS
The Math for Teachers Committee
has determined that 70% of students
attaining a rubric score of 3 as the
target of success.

that explaining mathematical
procedures is significantly less
difficult than explaining
mathematical concepts.  When a
student can explain a
mathematical concept, they show
a deeper and more
comprehensive understanding of
the mathematics and are able to
connect mathematical ideas in a
logical way.  We also contend that
for future teachers, it is extremely
important that they are
competent in explanations of
procedures and concepts since
this is what will be required of
them when they become
classroom teachers.  We will
continue to emphasize the
importance of explanations in
class discussions, projects and
assignments, and on a variety of
assessments.   (05/04/2017)

Follow-Up: Data collected during
the Spring 2017 semester for PLO
#2 indicates that the target for
success has once again been met.
(08/25/2017)

Action Category: Teaching
Strategies

RESULTS

Math 110, Math 115, Math 116
Mean = 2.73
Standard Deviation = 1.24

Pearson Correlation Coefficient: -.24
Correlation Conclusion:  There is no correlation between
number of absences and SLO #2.
Average Number of Absences:  2.57
Sample Size:  92

Math 110 Only
Mean = 2.39
Standard Deviation = 1.36

Pearson Correlation Coefficient: -.11
Correlation Conclusion:  There is no correlation between
number of absences and SLO #2.
Average Number of Absences:  2.55
Sample Size:  55

Math 115 and Math 116 Only
Mean = 3.25
Standard Deviation = 0.79

Pearson Correlation Coefficient: -.50
Correlation Conclusion:  There is no correlation between
number of absences and SLO #2.
Average Number of Absences:  2.51
Sample Size:  37

The mean for the data for PLO #2 are lower and standard
deviation higher this semester for all groups of students
(Math 110/115/116, Math 110 only, and Math 115/116)
than what was been reported in years past.  This
information indicates that in each of the subgroups, the
average rubric score is lower and a higher standard
deviation indicates that there is more variance (less
consistency) than in previous years.  We conclude that
some students are able to explain the concepts and
procedures of mathematical topics and problems while
others still find this task difficult.   (05/04/2016)
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

Faculty Assessment Leader: Judy Kasabian
Faculty Contributing to Assessment: Judy Kasabian, Susie
Tummers, Susanne Bucher
Courses Associated with PLO Assessment: Math 110, Math
115, Math 116

Faculty Assessment Leader: Judy Kasabian
Faculty Contributing to Assessment: Susanne Bucher,
Trudy Meyer, Susie Tummers
Courses Associated with PLO Assessment: Math 110, Math
115, and Math 116

Action: We are still curious the
about the correlation between the
number of student absences and
performance on PLO #2. We plan
to continue to look at this data
each spring to see if a correlation
remains the same or changes over
time. (05/20/2016)

Follow-Up: Data collected during
the Spring 2016 semester for PLO
#2 indicates that the target for
success has once again been met.
(05/04/2016)

Action Category: Teaching
Strategies

Semester of Current Assessment: 2014-15 (Spring 2015)
Standard Met: Standard Met
For PLO #2, we looked at the mean and standard deviation
for three groups.

Math 110, Math 115, and Math 116:  Mean = 3.08 and
standard deviation = 0.78
Math 110 only:  Mean = 3.0 and standard deviation = 0.83
Math 115 and Math 116 only:  Mean = 3.17 and standard
deviation = 0.65
The means and standard deviations for the entire group of
students as well as the subset of students are consistent
with past semesters.  Overall, students are reaching the
target for success.

The correlation between the number of student absences
and combined PLO scores was computed for three groups.

Math 110, Math 115, and Math 116: Pearson Correlation
Coefficient = -0.23 which indicates no correlation
Math 110 only:  Pearson Correlation Coefficient = -0.30
which indicates no correlation
Math 115 and Math 116 only:  Pearson Correlation
Coefficient = -0.21 which indicates no correlation.
(04/30/2015)
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Assessment: Assessment Unit Four Column
Spring/Summer 2019

El Camino: PLOs (MATH) - Pre-Engineering

PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

PLO Status: Active

Action: The instructor will direct
students to discuss cognitive skills
and apply academic success
strategies related to the study of
Engineering, in pairs during class
time. (09/25/2020)
Action Category: Teaching
Strategies

Semester of Current Assessment: 2018-19 (Spring 2019)
Standard Met: Standard Met
The question was given to the class with a 2-week deadline.
The following hint was emailed to the class:
” The first part of the question (Cognitive Skills) is discussed
in chapter 3. The second part (Success) is covered in chapter
1. Please read these chapters first to get an idea about
these topics and then answer the question based on your
own understanding and experience.”

Equal weights were given to each part of the question (50%
Cognitive Skills, 50% Success).

As expected, almost everyone could provide very good
examples of how to implement academic success strategies.
This is mainly due to the fact that the whole concept and
strategies are tangible and easy to understand.

On the other hand, what differentiates the students in their
overall evaluation is their understanding of Bloom’s
“Taxonomy of Educational Objectives”: Remembering,
Understanding, Applying, Analyzing, Evaluating, Creating.
The answers are sometimes very general and do not
specifically point to a specific category.

Overall, the outcome of SLO was satisfactory. I believe that
the given hint could lead the students into the right
direction, so they had a good understanding of what the
question is asking for. To improve the results for upcoming

Exam/Test/Quiz - On a take home
exam, students were directed to
draw the shear and bending moment
diagrams for a beam shown in a
figure provided. Then they are to
determine the shear and moment at
the middle of the beam. Students
who drew incorrect shear and
moment diagrams, or wrote nothing,
earned  a  score of 0, corresponding
to "no understanding", while
students who drew the shear
diagram correctly, but not the
moment diagram, earned a score of
1, which corresponded to "some
understanding". Scores of 0 or 1
corresponded to students being
unsuccessful at this SLO. Students in
the "most understanding" category
completed the problem correctly,
but did not label axes and
constructed incorrect scales, earned
a score of 2. Those students in the
"complete understanding" category
completed the problem with no
errors and earned the maximum
score of 3. Scores of 2 and 3
corresponded to students being
successful at this SLO.

PLO Assessment Cycle: 2014-15
(Spring 2015), 2016-17 (Spring 2017),
2018-19 (Spring 2019)

PLO #2 Solving Applied Problems in
Engineering - Students will apply
principles from mathematics, physics,
and chemistry to solve applied
problems in engineering.

Input Date: 07/01/2013
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PLOs Assessment Method
Description Results Actions

Standard and Rubric: The target for
success was 90%, since Engineering
9 is an advanced course for a
Community College, requiring both
a Physics and Calculus II prerequisite.

Faculty Assessment Leader: Milan Gregorovich
Faculty Contributing to Assessment: Reza Jafarkhani
Courses Associated with PLO Assessment: Engineering 9

semesters, a more comprehensive discussion on Bloom’s
“Taxonomy of Educational Objectives could be helpful.

From the 3 sections of Engineering 1 that were assessed, no
students (0%) earned either a score of 0 or a score of 1.
Scores of 0 or 1 correspond to students not being
successful, while scores of 2 or 3 correspond to students
being successful at this SLO. Out of a total of 58 students,
30 (52%) earned a score of 2 and 28 (48%) earned a score of
3. Thus, 100% of the students (all 58) scored 2 or 3 and
therefore were successful at applying at assessing cognitive
skills and applying success strategies related to the study of
Engineering (09/25/2019)

Action: Next time that the course
is taught, the instructor will
assign, collect, and grade
homework related to drawing
diagrams and determining
distributed forces, shear forces,
and moments in beams.
(09/18/2018)

Follow-Up: In the Spring 2019
semester, the instructor was
encouraged to assign, collect and
grade homework related to
drawing diagrams and
determining distributed forces,
shear forces, and moments in
beams.  (09/25/2019)

Action Category: Teaching
Strategies

Semester of Current Assessment: 2016-17 (Spring 2017)
Standard Met: Standard Not Met
There were 28 students who were assessed for this SLO.
Fifteen of them (53%) scored 3 and 5 (18%) scored 2. Thus,
71% of the students were successful at this SLO. Five (18%)
scored 1 and 3 (11%) scored 0. Thus, 29% of the students
were unsuccessful at this SLO. This falls below the 90%
target success rate. Next time that the course is taught, the
instructor will assign, collect, and grade homework related
to drawing diagrams and determining distributed forces,
shear forces, and moments in beams.

ANALYSIS:  Most students did well.

The students in the “Most understanding” category did the
problem correctly, but made easily correctable errors such
as not labeling axes sufficiently or drawing  the diagrams
sloppily (not using a straight-edge when appropriate, not
using a linear scale on the axes).  In several cases they
simply did not answer part of the question, even though the
information necessary for the answer was evident in their
work.  (They don’t get credit if I have to search for the
answer.)
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The students in the “Some understanding” category drew
the shear diagram correctly, but messed up on the bending
moment diagram.

The 3 students in the lowest category did not even draw the
shear diagram correctly.

Even though most students did well on the exam, getting
the correct answer, some of them did FAR more work than
was necessary.  I don’t know if that was because they didn’t
understand the shortcuts or didn’t think that I wanted them
to use them.  It was a take home exam, so they had plenty
of time to do the problems the long way.  I went out of my
way to emphasize and explain the shortcuts and fewer
students failed to use them than in previous semesters.  The
diagrams were sized better than in the past and drawn
more neatly.

Next semester I will try to collect and grade some
homework problems similar to this problem, prior to the
exam.  There is often a crush near the end of the semester,
so even when I collect problems, I am not always able to get
them graded before the exam.  Also there is not enough
time in class for the students to practice working the (long)
problems.  I plan to try to get this course changed to a 3-
unit, 4-hour class to allow an hour of in class problem
solving each week.  That would help a great deal.
 [more]  (09/18/2017)

Action: The next time that
Engineering 9 will be taught, the
instructor intends on emphasizing
short cuts, which will help
students in not getting bogged
down with doing far more work
than is necessary. In addition, the
instructor will stress the

Semester of Current Assessment: 2014-15 (Spring 2015)
Standard Met: Standard Not Met
Two students (6%) scored 0, exhibiting "no understanding",
while 5 students (14%) scored 1, which corresponds to
"some understanding". There were 16 students (46%) who
scored 2, corresponding to "most understanding", while 12
students (34%) scored 3, which corresponds to "complete
understanding". Thus, 80% of the students were successful
at this SLO. Though this success rate is fairly high, it did not
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importance of drawing neat,
properly labeled diagrams, with
correct scales. (05/21/2016)

Follow-Up: This semester the
instructor emphasized short cuts
but the students still did not meet
the standard for success.  Next
time that the course is taught, the
instructor will assign, collect, and
grade homework related to
drawing diagrams and
determining distributed forces,
shear forces, and moments in
beams. (09/18/2017)

Action Category: Teaching
Strategies

meet the 90% target. Reasons for this are that students
were unable to draw appropriate diagrams, did not label
properly, and did not use correct scales.  (05/21/2015)
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