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Assessment Report 
PART 1: CONTACT & PROGRAM IDENTIFICATION 

Report Year and Contact Information: 

 
2019-2020  Erica Voges  evoges@cnm.edu    

 Academic Year  Contact Person  Email    

 

Name of Program: Courses: 

Engineering AS Degree PHYS 1310 PHYS 1310L PHYS 1320 PHYS 1320L 
 

 
 
PART 2: PROGRAM SUMMARY 

 

Provide a high-level review of the program to include highlights, successes, challenges, significant changes, and significant resources needed to support the 

program. 

During the past 3 years, the engineering program has seen consistent enrollment and has achieved all the target measures. One of the challenges of the 
program is the lack of math preparedness many students have upon entry to CNM. The math department has now created “P” courses for students who are 
not calculus ready, which can cut 1 full term off the degree path toward engineering. Engineering faculty have garnered an NSF grant to prepare high school 
students for college level math to also address this shortcoming. The faculty have also developed ENGR 1101, a new survey course to promote interest in the 
field of engineering, and potentially draw more students to this area of study. In addition, ENGR 1101 was designed specifically to meet the requirements for 
credit transfer across all New Mexico 4-year engineering programs.  

 

A current challenge, which has turned into a success, is the lack of distance learning courses as CNM had to move to fully online instruction due to the COVID-
19 pandemic. The faculty have worked to turn ENGR 1101 into an online course, and will be running PHYS 2310, Calculus Based Physics III, as a Real Time 
Online course during the spring 2021 term. PHYS 1310/1310L and PHYS 1320/1320L were also developed as fully online courses. If the online only instruction 
continues past spring 2021, discussions will be ongoing regarding converting further engineering courses to an online format.  
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Since the last program review was conducted, curriculum related to sustainability was added to the PHYS 1320L course, which is on the pathway to the 
engineering degree.   

 

To meet student demand, faculty have started offering the engineering courses both fall and spring terms.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Part 3: DATA REVIEW 

 
Program Data  

(Each Review Year is defined as Summer, Fall, and Spring terms) 

Review Year  

19-20 

Review Year 

18-19 

Review Year 

17-18 

Annual number of graduate awards is greater than 10 43 27 44 

Number of declared majors 1089 1153 1210 

Average class size 23 26 26 

Annual Average class retention rate is 70% or above (SAGE 65%) 86% 87% 84% 

Annual C-Pass rate for coursework is 60% or above 79% 77% 75% 
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Average class fill rate at 60% or above capacity within a term or over a year 73% 80% 79% 

Transfer numbers/percent NA 20 (74%) 29 (66%) 

Full-time to part-time faculty ratio 11: 7 13: 13 10: 13 

 
 
 
 

Summarize how your program met or did not meet the target measures based on the data above.  

 
For the past three years, the engineering program has surpassed all targets listed. 
 

 

 
Part 4: PROGRAM LEARNING OUTCOME ANALYSIS.  

Learning Outcome Population or Course(s) 

Assessed 

Assessment Methods Summary of Assessment Results 

Use Ohm’s Law and Kirchhoff’s Laws 

to find currents in circuit branches 

and voltage drops across circuit 

elements. 

Physics 1320 Final Exam. Thirty-four students were assessed 

and 91% passed the assessment. The 

average score was 7.6 on a scale of 0 

- 10. 
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Learning Outcome Population or Course(s) 

Assessed 

Assessment Methods Summary of Assessment Results 

Use the principles of work, 

conservation of energy and/or 

conservation of momentum to solve 

a Newtonian mechanics problem, 

describe the relationships between 

physical quantities in the equations, 

and conduct dimensional analysis. 

Physics 1310 Final Exam. Seventy-eight students were 

assessed and 76% passed the 

assessment. The average score was 

6.1 on a scale of 0 - 10. 

 
 
 

   

Interpretation of Assessment findings 

Each of the SLOs addressed within the physics lectures was a multi-part SLO, containing a problem set-up, solution, and analysis of the results.  Although each 
of these pieces were awarded separate points, the final score for each problem was the sum of the scores on each individual piece.  This allowed us to 
acknowledge success when, for example, a student did not get the correct final answer, but did successfully set up the problem and manipulate the equations. 

In our lecture courses for our physics and engineering majors, we require a minimum score of 50% on the cumulative final exam for a student to pass the 
course.  The student learning outcomes (SLOs) that we addressed in our lecture courses this year were assessed with problems assigned on the final exam.  
Therefore, for our lecture courses, it made sense to set a minimum of 50% on the assessment problems as the minimum score to pass the assessment. 

In PHYS 1310 (Calculus-based Physics I), we assessed one student learning outcome (SLO), as indicated in the table above.  The SLO was assessed during the 
final exam.  Seventy-eight students were assessed. The average score was a 6.1 out of 10 points, and 76% of the students met the target score of at least 5/10 
points. 

In PHYS 1320 (Calculus-based Physics II), we assessed one SLO, as indicated in the table above.  The SLO was assessed during the final exam.  Thirty-four 
students were assessed.  The average score was a 7.6 out of 10 points, and 91% of the students met the target score of at least 5/10 points. 

Overall, our lecture students did well solve complex, multi-part physics problems.  For PHYS 1310, we used the same SLOs as for last year and graded using the 
same rubric, and we saw an increase in the pass rate from 58% a year ago to 76% this year. For PHYS 1320, we used a different SLO and thus do not have a 
direct comparison. 
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Part 6: ADDITIONAL ACTION PLAN IN SUPPORT OF STUDENT LEARNING (IF APPROPRIATE) 
 

Upcoming year Changes planned for the upcoming year Data motivating this change 

2020-2021 Last year our plan was to make more time in our lecture 

classes for problem-solving sessions, and that change seems 

to have made a positive impact. We are trying our best to 

keep this up via synchronous problem-solving sessions during 

our fully online semesters, with the hope that they mitigate 

some of the challenges associated with learning physics 

online. 

  

2020-2021     

2020-2021     

 

Please Select all 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 

 

 
 
Part 6: COMMENTS  
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Use this section to record any comments, notes, or questions from individuals who reviewed this report.  

School Dean:  
 

SAAC Representative:  
 

 


