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CNM ANNUAL STUDENT LEARNING ASSESSMENT REPORT 
Due to the Student Academic Assessment Committee by October 15 

 
 
 
 
PART 1: REPORT INFORMATION 

 
Report Year and Contact Information 

 
2017-2018  Phyllis Cece  pcece@cnm.edu  50023  

 Academic Year  Contact Person  CNM Email  CNM Office Extension  

 

Subject of this Report 

AT--ARDR_AAS--Architectural/Engineering Drafting Technology Degree 
 

 
PART 2: CONTEXT IN WHICH THE ASSESSMENT TOOK PLACE 
 

Program/Area Highlights and Successes (Wherever applicable, include course completion rates, job placement outcomes, and licensing examination pass rates. See the program information dashboard 

at https://livecnm.sharepoint.com/sites/Dashboards/SitePages/Program%20Information%20Dashboard.aspx (access restricted to CNM employees) and other reports at https://www.cnm.edu/depts/opie.) 
Fiscal year 2016-2017 Graduate Outcomes: 
There were 11 ARDR graduates in the 2016-2017 fiscal year.  Of those that responded to the survey (8), there was 100% job placement for those seeking 
employment in their field (3) and the remaining majority (5) were continuing with their education.   
 
Retention: 
The overall retention rate for the ARDR program in the Fall 2017 term and the Spring 2018 term was 94.2% and 96.2%, respectively as per OPIE. 
 
2018-2020 Catalog: 
Major catalog revisions were developed and approved through the CCC process as part of this assessment cycle.  Therefore, as of the 2018-2020 catalog, the 
requirements for the ARDR AAS degree have been reduced from 66-69 to 61-63 credit hours. The purpose was to more closely align with state requirements 
and to streamline the path to graduation for students.  After careful consideration three courses were deactivated, the first term residential lab hours were 
reduced, a first term BIM software class was added, and two existing AutoCAD classes were combined into one. 
 
2017-2018 Assessment: 
The Fall 2017/Spring 2018 cycle ARDR graduating students were an especially strong cohort.  That fact plus an improving economy resulted in 77% of these 
graduates being employed before the completion of their last term; the majority hired in the MEP sector.  Historically the MEP and/or Structural disciplines 
have been the dominant employers.  In general, the majority of graduates are still largely hired by firms that have repeatedly employed ARDR students over 

https://livecnm.sharepoint.com/sites/Dashboards/SitePages/Program%20Information%20Dashboard.aspx
https://www.cnm.edu/depts/opie
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the years.  Employers continue to express a preference for the basic training ARDR students receive in comparison to drafting technicians hired from other 
sources. 

 

Changes Implemented During the Past Year in Support of Student Learning 

Assessment - Construction Drawings: 
The approach to construction drawing production has been transitioning from predominately 2 dimensional drafting to 3 dimensional modeling using 
intelligent building components.  The ARDR program began incorporating 3D modeling (BIM) into course content over a decade ago.  The current ratio of each 
is approximately 53% (3D) to 47% (2D). Program revisions made for the 2018-2020 catalog increased the ratio of 3D to 2D construction document preparation 
to approximately 63% to 37%, respectively.  This will mainly be accomplished by adding BIM based drawing production to the first term.   

In addition, a formal review of the ARDR program content takes place every year with industry professionals at an Advisory Board meeting.  With respect to 
specifically “construction drawings” there was little that was suggested to be changed.  Some items that were addressed include: 

 Production of standard construction drawing types was considered to be still relevant despite the ever growing trend towards 3 dimensional 
submittals versus hard-copy plans. 

 Less emphasis should be placed on the minutia in the production of construction drawings, such as detailing.   The majority agreed that each 
firm had a different preference for handling details therefore it would be best left predominately learned on the job.  The time saved was 
considered more effectively directed towards improved software proficiency.  

Employers have been generally satisfied with the ARDR graduates basic entry level skills in plan reading and plan production 

 
PART 3: REPORT ON ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING 
 

Assessment Method 
Type of Assessment 
Tool 

Population 
or Course(s) 
Assessed 

Graduate Learning 
Outcome(s) Assessed 

Mastery Level  
(E.g., “Minimum score of 3 
on a rubric scaled 0-4” or 
“Minimum score of 75%”) 

Targeted % 
Achieving 
Mastery Outcome 

Exit Interview and Portfolio 
(ARDR Seminar II capstone 
class) 

Direct & Internal 
1st through 
5th Terms 

Construction Drawings 
Minimum score of 3 
on a rubric scaled to 
4 

75% Target met 

 

Summary of Assessment Findings 

Average scores in each subcategory consist of the following: 
 Construction Drawings: 

Create  =  3.5 
Read  =  3.4 
Correct  =  3.6 
Organize  =  3.2 
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DATA COLLECTION METHOD 
OVERALL: 
The main objective is to assess student capabilities at the point of graduation; as they prepare to enter the workforce.   

As part of a capstone class, students submit a comprehensive portfolio of their work and participate in an interview (oral exam).  Based on the performance of 

each student in both, a score is assigned to each ARDR program exit competency sub-category under review. The sum of each sub-category is calculated and 

the average is reported. 

PORTFOLIO: 

 Consists of at least one major computer aided drafted drawing project from each ARDR term’s lab (there is a major lab required in each of the five 
ARDR terms) 

 
EXIT INTERVIEW (oral exam): 

 Exit Interview simulates a real job interview.   

 Students are asked to prepare by reviewing their portfolio projects and being ready to discuss and defend their work. 

 They are required to bring their resume and portfolio to the interview.  

 Multiple questions related to the program exit competency sub-categories under review are asked and scored. 
 

ASSESSMENT RUBRIC: 

 Students are scored on the accuracy and completeness of their answers in the interview and the quality of their portfolio drawings 

 Assessment score is a range of 1 through 4: 
1-2 =  minimal recall of proper terminology and processes; incomplete and/or improperly prepared drawings in portfolio 
  
2-3  =  more comprehensive recall of terminology and a rudimentary understanding of processes; portfolio is complete but some drawings are not 

entirely portfolio ready  

3-4  =  comprehensive recall of terminology, exhibits a basic understanding of processes and an entry level ability to independently apply best 

practice methodologies; portfolio is complete and most all drawings are portfolio ready 

 

Interpretation of Assessment Findings 

On average, the minimum student achievement targets of 75% or better for each subcategory have been met.  The scores indicate that graduates are 
achieving at least a baseline skill level in the ability to read and produce standard construction drawings. Typically, students who have a construction 
background and/or work part time in industry perform in an above average manner on entry level assessments. This remains true with working students in 
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this cohort consistently obtaining scores in the 3-4 range.  Recall and performance was strongest for the material most recently used, most often used and 
most often repeated throughout the program.   

 

Action Plan in Support of Student Learning (Describe changes to be made that are based at least in part on the assessment interpretation. If the assessment did not yield useful information, describe 

changes to be made in the assessment methodology and/or criteria.) 

Current and past assessment data has indicated the importance of regular usage and repeated practice of course material to overall performance.  The 
ARDR program is successfully designed to present basic plan reading and production in each of the five terms’ labs and co-requisite construction content 
classes.   A concerted effort must now be taken to continue this focus while implementing the latest catalog revisions.   

In addition, as assessment findings also indicate, it is necessary to continue to encourage student engagement with industry professionals as soon as 
possible by means of job shadowing, internships, part-time work, field trips, class visits, etc. 

 
Please select all of the following that characterize the types of changes described in the above action plan: 
 

☐ Assessment criteria revision ☒ Assessment methodology revision ☒ Assignment revision 

☐ Budgetary reallocation ☐ Change in teaching approach ☒ Course content revision 

☒ Curricular Revision ☐ Faculty training/development ☐ Process revision 

 

Recommendations, Proposals, and/or Funding Requests Budget Needed 

It is important to maintain coordination among classes and repetition of fundamentals throughout the program.  Faculty 
need development time to address the effects of the substantial catalog changes in order to re-align with this primary goal. 
The following areas, at minimum, will require attention: 

 Deactivation of the ARDR Seminar II Capstone Class requires that new assessment tools be developed for each ARDR 
exit competency  

 Coursework from deactivated classes needs to be edited and redistributed as necessary throughout other relevant 
classes (1 software class and 1 materials and methods class were deactivated) 

 New and revised courses need content development, content revision, and coordination with pre and co-requisite 
classes (2 classes were combined into one, 1 lab was reduced by 50%, 1 new class was added) 
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PART 4: REMAINING YEARS IN CURRENT ASSESSMENT CYCLE PLAN (including any revisions) – OR -- UPCOMING ASSESSMENT CYCLE PLAN (if this was the final year) 

 

Years of Full Cycle Next Year’s Assessment Focus (Describe how the next planned assessment is expected to provide information that can be used toward improving student learning.) 

2016-2021 Materials and Methods 

 

Graduate Learning Outcomes to Be Assessed 
Years in which 
Assessment Is Planned 

Population/Courses to 
Be Assessed 

Planned Assessment Approach 

Computer Aided Drafting: Student will use software 
with entry level proficiency to create, edit, share, and 
output construction documentation. 

Fall 2016; Spring 2017 1st through 5th Term 
Summary data is collected in ARDR 2999 
from an exit interview and a 
comprehensive drawing portfolio 

Construction Drawings: Student will be able to 
produce fundamental architectural/engineering 
drawings for use in construction. 

Fall 2017; Spring 2018 1st through 5th Term  
Summary data is collected in ARDR 2999 
from an exit interview and a 
comprehensive drawing portfolio.   

Material and Methods: Student will demonstrate a 
working knowledge of the terms and designations for 
typical construction materials and an understanding of 
their basic installation as part of typical building 
systems. 

Fall 2018; Spring 2019 1st through 5th Term pending 

Problem Solving: Student will demonstrate a 
systematic approach to problem solving in the 
professional architectural/engineering environment. 

Fall 2019; Spring 2020 1st through 5th Term pending 

Professional Practice: Student will have the ability to 
participate in an architectural/engineering professional 
office simulation, exhibit workplace behavior, and work 
in a team environment. 

Fall 2020; Spring 2021 1st through 5th Term pending 

    
 


