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Part Il: Assessment PLAN
UNM Academic Programs/Unit Combined Assessment Plan and Report Template
The University of New Mexico

SECTION I1I-1

Please identify at least one of your program goals:

Graduates will maintain high professional and ethical standards during their professional career
Program Goal #1:

Graduates will pursue professional licensure and/or participate in advanced study
Program Goal #2:

Graduates will pursue leadership positions in their communities and professions
Program Goal #3:

Program Goal #4:

Program Goal #5:

Need help formulating your Program Goals? Click here for additional information provided by the UNM
Office of Assessment and Academic Program Review.
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Please use the grid below to align your program goals to your student learning outcomes and assessment plans:

Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs)
For each row in the table, provide a SLO.
If needed, add more rows. A SLO may be
targeted by or aligned with more than
one program goal. If a program awards
more than one degree (i.e., B.S., M.A.
etc.), the SLOs for graduate and
undergraduate must be different.
Graduate degree SLOs must be different
(Master # Doctorate).

For additional guidance on SLOs, click
here.

Program
Goal #
Please list the
Program
Goal(s) that
the SLOs are
aligned
under. Use
the
numbering
system
(1,2,3..)
assigned
above.

UNM Student
Learning Goals
Check as
appropriate:
K=Knowledge;
=Skills;
R=Responsibility

Assessment Measures
Provide a description of the
assessment instrument used to
measure the SLO.

For additional guidance on
assessment measures, click
here.

Performance Benchmark
What is the program’s
benchmark (quantitative
goal/criteria of success for each
given assessment measure)?
State the program’s “criteria for
success” or performance
benchmark target for
successfully meeting the SLO
(i.e., At least 70% of the
students will pass the
assessment with a score of 70 or
higher.)

Student
Population(s)
Describe the sampled
population, including
the total number of
students and classes
assessed. See note
below.

1. an ability to identify, formulate, and
solve complex engineering problems by
applying principles of engineering, science,
and mathematics.

1

Via ABET Assessment of
CE 308: Structural Analysis
CE 331: Fluid Mechanics

At least 75% of students assessed
at “2” or better for the specified
outcome, using a three-point
rating system (3 = exemplary, 2 =
satisfactory, 1 = unsatisfactory)

Undergrads enrolled in
CE 308 and CE 331

2. an ability to apply engineering design to
produce solutions that meet specified
needs with consideration of public health,
safety, and welfare, as well as global,
cultural, social, environmental, and
economic factors.

Via ABET Assessment of CE 335:

Environmental and Water
Resources Engineering
CE 499: Design of Civil

Engineering Systems

At least 75% of students assessed
at “2” or better for the specified
outcome, usinga three-point
rating system (3 = exemplary, 2 =
satisfactory, 1 = unsatisfactory)

Undergrads enrolled in
CE 335 and CE 499

3. an ability to communicate effectively
with a range of audiences.

1,3

Via ABET Assessment of CE 382:

Transportation Engineering
CE 499: Design of Civil
Engineering Systems

At least 75% of students assessed
at “2” or better for the specified
outcome, usinga three-point
rating system (3 = exemplary, 2 =
satisfactory, 1 = unsatisfactory)

Undergrads enrolled in
CE 382 and CE 499
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4. an ability to recognize ethical and 1,2,3 Via ABET Assessment of CE 335: | At least 75% of students assessed| Undergrads enrolled in
professional responsibilities in engineering Environmental and Water at “2” or better for the specified CE 335 and CE 350
situations and make informed judgments, Resources Engineering outcome, usinga three-point

which must consider the impact of CE 350: Infrastructure Materials | rating system (3 = exemplary, 2 =
engineering solutions in global, economic, Science satisfactory, 1 = unsatisfactory)
environmental, and societal contexts.
5. an ability to function effectively on a 1,3 Via ABET Assessment of CE 160L: | At least 75% of students assessed | Undergrads enrolled in
team whose members together provide Civil Engineering Design at “2” or better for the specified CE 160L and CE 499
leadership, create a collaborative and D |:| CE 499: Design of Civil outcome, usinga three-point
inclusive environment, establish goals, Engineering Systems rating system (3 = exemplary, 2 =
plan satisfactory, 1 = unsatisfactory)

6. an ability to develop and conduct 1,2 Via ABET Assessment of CE 305: | At least 75% of students assessed | Undergrads enrolled in
appropriate experimentation, analyze and Infrastructure Materials Science | at “2” or better for the specified CE 305 and CE 360

interpret data, and use engineering |:| D CE 360: Soil Mechanics outcome, usinga three-point

judgment to draw conclusions. rating system (3 = exemplary, 2 =
satisfactory, 1 = unsatisfactory)
7. an ability to acquire and apply new 1,2 Via ABET Assessment of CE 160L: | At least 75% of students assessed | Undergrads enrolled in

knowledge as needed, using appropriate
learning strategies.

Civil Engineering Design
CE 382: Transportation
Engineering

at “2” or better for the specified
outcome, usinga three-point

rating system (3 = exemplary, 2 =

satisfactory, 1 = unsatisfactory)

CE 160L and CE 382

UNM Office of Assessment and APR - Version 041520




SECTION 11-2

NOTE: State explicitly whether the program’s assessment will include evidence from all students in the program or a sample (by student, by
course section, by milestone). When possible, it is best to study the entire population of students in your program. However, in larger programs
it may be more pragmatic to study a sample of the students instead. If sampling, please describe the course sections and/or the milestones. If
you have questions about appropriate sampling, please contact your unit’s assessment representative or the Office of Assessment at
assess@unm.edu or (505) 277-4130.

Please use the area below to elaborate on your assessment plans.

Assessing and analyzing student learning outcomes:

a. Does your program assess all SLOs every year, or are they assessed on a staggered, three-year cycle? If staggered, please

describe which SLOs will be assessed for each year. If a table better describes your response, insert it here.

We assess all SLOs every year.

b. What is the process you will use to review, analyze and interpret your assessment data?

Faculty members generally assess student outcomes in the courses listed in Table 3-1 each time the course is offered (typically once per
year). Each outcome is assigned for assessment in at least two courses for each outcome every year. The Department has adopted a
template for outcomes assessment. The Department uses a three-point rating system for assessing outcomes attainment (3 = exemplary, 2
= satisfactory, 1 = unsatisfactory). The overall goal for successfully attaining an outcome is to have at least 75% of students assessed at “2”
or better for the specified outcome. Faculty perform the assessments based on one or more examples of student work (e.g., homework
problem, exam problem, lab report, presentation). Individual assessment reports prepared by the faculty will be made available to the
reviewers prior to the visit. The results of the FE exam are also used as one of three items in the assessment process. The overall FE pass
rate is used as part of the assessment for Outcome 1 and the score on the ethics questions is used to assess Outcome 4. Each faculty
member is to identify which piece(s) of work were used for assessment in their assessment report. At the conclusion of each semester, the
assessment reports are submitted to the Accreditation Coordinator who is also a member of the Undergraduate Committee for initial
evaluation. An outcome is determined to be met if all assessment measures meet the 75% threshold, an outcome is partially met if at least
one assessment meets the 75% threshold, and an outcome is not met if none of the assessments meet the 75% threshold.
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c. What is the process you will use to communicate and implement your assessment results?

At the conclusion of each semester, the assessment reports are submitted to the Accreditation Coordinator who is also a member of the
Undergraduate Committee for initial evaluation. The Accreditation Coordinator prepares annual summaries of the outcome assessments
for review by the Undergraduate Committee and the Department faculty.
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Part lll: Assessment REPORT Body
UNM Academic Programs/Unit Combined Assessment Plan and Report Template
The University of New Mexico
SECTION IlI-1

In response to last year’s assessment report, please:

a. Describe the program changes that were implemented.

The following tracks progress on suggestions made in previous years as well as those identified based on this year’s assessment.
Item 18-19-S1 Faculty teaching courses with outcomes assessment responsibilities should review the outcome(s) and design assessment
tool(s) before the course begins, Courses identified for assessments are presented to faculty at the start of each academic year, Ongoing
Item 18-19-S2 Provide regular reminders to faculty about assessment responsibilities (e.g., annual retreat in fall semester; monthly
faculty meetings) Accreditation update is scheduled into the annual retreat and each monthly faculty meeting, Ongoing

b. Describe any revisions to your assessment process that were made for this reporting cycle.

None.

Please use the grid and narrative responses below to discuss your assessment results from this year:
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SLOs (from PLAN above)

SLOs are from your entries in
the PLAN above that were measured during
this year:

Student Population

Describe the sampled population, including
the total number of students and classes
assessed.

Results*

State whether the performance benchmark was met, not met, or exceeded AND the
total number of students assessed (i.e., Exceeded, 95 out of 111 (86%) students)

For additional guidance on reporting results, click here.

1. an ability to identify, formulate, and solve
complex engineering problems by applying
principles of engineering, science, and
mathematics.

Undergrads enrolled in CE 308 and CE 331

Performance benchmark partially met overall.
CE 308 47%
CE 331 96%

2. an ability to apply engineering design to
produce solutions that meet specified needs
with consideration of public health, safety, and
welfare, as well as global, cultural, social,
environmental, and economic factors.

Undergrads enrolled in CE 335 and CE 499

Performance benchmark partially met overall.
CE 33557%
CE 499 100%

3. an ability to communicate effectively with a
range of audiences.

Undergrads enrolled in CE 382 and CE 499

Performance benchmark met overall.
CE 382 100%
CE 499 100%

4. an ability to recognize ethical and
professional responsibilities in engineering
situations and make informed judgments,

which must consider the impact of engineering
solutions in global, economic, environmental,

Undergrads enrolled in CE 335 and CE 350

Performance benchmark met overall.
CE 335 99%
CE 350 83%

5. an ability to function effectively on a team
whose members together provide leadership,
create a collaborative and inclusive
environment, establish goals, plan

Undergrads enrolled in CE 160L and CE 499

Performance benchmark met overall.
CE 160L91%
CE 499 100%

6. an ability to develop and conduct
appropriate experimentation, analyze and
interpret data, and use engineering judgment
to draw conclusions.

Undergrads enrolled in CE 305 and CE 360

Performance benchmark partially met overall.
CE 305 100%
CE 360 63%

UNM Office of Assessment and APR - Version 041520
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SLOs (from PLAN above)

Student Population

Results*

7. an ability to acquire and apply new
knowledge as needed, using appropriate
learning strategies.

Undergrads enrolled in CE 160L and CE 382

Performance benchmark met overall.
CE 160L 100%
CE 382 75%

NOTE: An asterisk (*) denotes that relevant data/evidence must be included for that column (refer to the “Annual Assessment Cycle Process” diagram for guidance). Evidence
associated with program improvements/changes that are actually made or implemented have to be provided the next academic year/assessment period.
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Please use the area below to elaborate on your findings.

Please identify the SLOs that did not meet your benchmark defined in the Assessment Plan. Elaborate on what you think contributed to this:

Outcome 1 (308): 47% of students met benchmark. The results of this assessment can be partially explained by the lack of involvement of the students and
the limited time spent in studying and practicing problems.

Outcome 2 (335): 57% of students met benchmark, possibly indicating weakness in global and economic factors.
Outcome 6 (360): 63% of students met benchmark. The results are much lower than previous years. There is no obvious cause for the lower scores except to

note that overall the performance of this class overall was below that of previous years. It is noted that these students are “post-pandemic” and perhaps
there is some effect from the prior years of their education

SECTION liI-2
In response to this assessment report, please answer the following questions:

a. Who participated in the assessment process (the gathering of evidence, the analysis/interpretation, recommendations)?

All faculty instructors of those courses listed in the assessment schedule.

b. Data Analysis: Describe strengths and/or weaknesses of each SLO in students’ learning/performance based on the data results
you provided in the table above (e.g., Even though the benchmark was met, 40% of the students struggled with Topic X ...).

As noted, above: Outcome 1 (308): 47% of students met benchmark. The results of this assessment can be partially explained by the lack of
involvement of the students and the limited time spent in studying and practicing problems.

Outcome 2 (335): 57% of students met benchmark, possibly indicating weakness in global and economic factors.

Outcome 6 (360): 63% of students met benchmark. The results are much lower than previous years. There is no obvious cause for the lower
scores except to note that overall the performance of this class overall was below that of previous years. It is noted that these students are
“post-pandemic” and perhaps there is some effect from the prior years of their education.

Outcome 7 (382): Outcome was met, but instructor noted "Most students were able to make superficial connections between street design
and the traffic operation metrics calculated, but a deeper understanding of the relationship between transport engineering and human
behavior and outcomes was not evidenced." Instructor recommends that students be provided more examples of the implications of
engineering decisions throughout the curriculum.

12
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c. Based on your assessment results from this year and last year, describe the recommendations that you have for improvement:

= Describe any program changes (e.g., curriculum, instruction, etc.) that will be implemented.

Outcome 1 (308): 47% of students exceeded threshold. To improve the outcome assessment and meet the program’s target,
the instructor will provide more examples in class and will monitor that the students are studying regularly in between classes.

The latter will be assessed by giving and grading quizzes.
Outcome 2 (335): 57% of students met benchmark. Greater emphasis on design of systems that take into account global, and

economic factors.
Outcome 6 (360): 63% of students exceeded threshold. Additional assighments that require the use and application of lab data

are recommended as well as discussion in lecture that connects the lab testing to theory and practice.

= Describe any revisions to your assessment process that will be made for the next reporting cycle.

Outcome 2 (335): Perhaps assess this outcome on an exam problem to ensure whether skills gained through homework

translate on formal assessment.

d. How, when, and to whom will results and recommendations be communicated in a meaningful way?

The results will be presented to the SOE Associate Dean of Academic Affairs, CCEE Chair, and CCEE Undergrad Committee. If any issues arise,
the CCEE Undergrad Committee will develop and implement an improvement plan and submit it to the entire faculty for discussion and

approval.
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