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Computer Engineering Technology 

2010-11 Assessment Report 

 

 

I. Introduction 

In 1965, OIT was invited to join a Technical Education consortium sponsored by a number of 

major computer manufacturers. In response, OIT developed an Electro-Mechanical Engineering 

Technology program. This program was based on a mix of existing EET, MET, Math and other 

support courses. The name of the program was changed to Computer Systems Engineering 

Technology in 1973 in order to better represent the course material and capabilities of graduates. 

Course offerings were expanded, refined and renumbered using CST prefixes to reflect their 

computer systems content. Since that time, the program has continued to evolve in order to track 

new developments in the field and keep graduates current.  As of this time, the program is only 

offered on the Klamath Falls campus. Total enrollment in the program for sophomores through 

seniors (freshmen are not included as they are part of a common core among all our programs) as 

of Fall 2008 was 44 students. As of fall 2009, there were 38 students in the program. In fall 2010 

enrollment was at 47, so the program size is fluctuating around 23. Since we could easily 

accommodate more students, we are looking at ways to recruit more students. The 2008 graduate 

survey shows an average graduate salary of $58,500. 

 

II. Summary of program mission, educational objectives and student learning 

outcomes 

As a result of an ABET accreditation visit conducted in Fall of 2008, we revised our Program 

Educational Objectives. The reviewers felt that the Program Educational Objectives for both the 

Baccalaureate and the Associate degree programs sounded more like outcomes (in that they 

described skills needed at graduation) rather than program educational objectives (describing 

career and professional accomplishments). The revised PEOs were approved by our IAB Nov 18, 

2009, and they appear below.   

 

Mission  

The mission of the Computer Engineering Technology (CET) Degree program in the Computer 

Systems Engineering Technology (CSET) Department at Oregon Institute of Technology is to 

provide an excellent education incorporating industry-relevant, applied laboratory based design 

and analysis to our students.  The program is to serve a constituency consisting of its Alumni, 

employers in the high-technology industry, and the members of our IAB.  Major components of 

the CET program’s mission in the CSET Department are to: 

I. educate computer engineering technology students  to meet current and future industrial 

challenges,  

II. promote a sense of scholarship, leadership, and professional service among our 

graduates,  

III. enable our students to create, develop, and disseminate knowledge for the applied 

engineering environment,  
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IV. expose our students to cross-disciplinary educational programs, and provide high tech 

industry employers with graduates in the computer engineering technology profession, a 

profession which is increasingly being driven by advances in technology.  

CET Program Educational Objectives 

 

Program Educational Objectives are broad statements that describe the career and 

professional accomplishments that the program is preparing graduates to achieve. 

 

Alumni of the Computer Engineering Technology (CET) Bachelor Degree program may 

be employed in a wide range of high tech industries from industrial manufacturing to 

consumer electronics where they will be involved in solving problems through the 

development of hardware, software and embedded applications.  Alumni may be 

involved in product design, testing and qualification, application engineering, customer 

support, sales, or public relations.   

 

A)  Alumni will demonstrate technical competency through success in computer 

engineering technology positions and/or pursuit of engineering or engineering 

technology graduate studies if desired. 

 

B)  Alumni will demonstrate competencies in communication and teamwork skills by 

assuming increasing levels of responsibility and/or leadership or managerial roles.  

 

C)  Alumni will develop professionally, pursue continued learning and practice 

responsibly and ethically.  

 

 

Alumni of the Computer Engineering Technology (CET) Associate Degree program may 

be employed as technicians or in support roles in a wide range of high tech industries 

from industrial manufacturing to consumer electronics.  Alumni may be involved in 

product testing and qualification, customer support, sales, or public relations. 

 

A)  Alumni will demonstrate technical competence through success in computer 

engineering technician positions. 

 

B)  Alumni will demonstrate competencies in communication and teamwork skills 

through positive contributions to team based engineering projects.  

 

C)  Alumni will develop professionally, pursue continued learning and practice 

responsibly and ethically. 

 

According to current statistics, one third of students who obtain the CET Associate 

degree also obtain a Bachelor degree in a related discipline, most often a Bachelor degree 

in Software. In this case, the Associate degree adds breadth to their education. Alumni in 

this category would be expected to perform at a level consistent with the Bachelor degree 

program educational objectives. 
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CET Bachelor of Science Program Student Learning Outcomes 

 Graduates of the CET Bachelor’s degree program are expected to be able to demonstrate: 

 

(1) an ability to identify, formulate, and solve computer engineering technology problems, 

including the specification, design, implementation, and operation of systems and 

components, that meet performance, and quality requirements in a timely manner 

(Objective A & C) ; 

 

(2) an ability to design, conduct, and interpret experiments including applying the results to 

verify the system (Objective A);  

 

(3) an ability to function effectively on teams (Objective B); 

 

(4) an understanding of professional, ethical and social responsibility (Objective C); 

 

(5) a recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in, life-long learning (Objective C). 

  

(6) the ability to apply mathematics including differential and integral calculus, probability, 

and discrete mathematics to hardware and software problems (Objective A); 

 

(7) mastery of the techniques, skills, and knowledge appropriate to the degree program, with 

depth in at least two sub disciplines (microprocessors, ASICs, software, computer 

architecture) of the computer engineering technology program (Objective A); 

 

(8) an ability to use applied engineering tools, techniques, and skills including computer-

based tools for design, analysis and simulation (Objective A); 

 

(9) an ability to design, fabricate and test systems containing hardware and software 

components; as well as to analyze and interpret test results in order to improve the 

system (Objective A); 

 

(10) an ability to convey technical material through oral presentation and interaction with an 

audience (Objective B); 

 

(11) an ability to convey technical material through written reports which satisfy accepted 

standards for writing style (Objective B); 

 

(12) an ability to improve system design with regard to quality and project management 

(Objective A). 
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CET Associate Degree Student Learning Outcomes 

Graduates of the CET Associate degree program are expected to be able to demonstrate: 

(1) an ability to identify, formulate, and solve computer engineering technology problems, 

including the test, implementation, and operation of systems and components, that 

meet performance and quality requirements in a timely manner (Objective A & C) ; 

 

(2) an ability to design, conduct, and interpret experiments including applying the results to 

verify a system (Objective A); 

 

(3) an ability to function effectively on teams (Objective B); 

 

(4) an understanding of professional, ethical and social responsibility (Objective C); 

 

(5) a recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in, life-long learning (Objective C). 

  

(6) the ability to apply mathematics including differential and integral calculus and discrete 

mathematics to hardware and software problems (Objective A); 

 

(7) an ability to use applied engineering tools, techniques, and skills including computer-

based tools for analysis, simulation, and testing (Objective A); 

 

(8) an ability to fabricate and test engineering systems containing hardware and software 

components (Objective A); 

 

 (9) an ability to convey technical material through oral presentation and interaction with an 

audience (Objective B); 

 

(10) an ability to convey technical material through written reports which satisfy accepted 

standards for writing style (Objective B); 

 
III. Assessment Cycle 

 

The current assessment cycle for the BS program appears in Table 1 and the AE program cycle 

follows in Table 2. For the BS program, four of the 12 student learning outcomes are assessed 

each year of a three year cycle. For the AE program, the outcomes that correspond to the BS 

program outcomes are assessed. 
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CET BS Program Assessment Plan – 2010-11 

Learning Outcome 

2
0
1
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1
1
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2
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(1) an ability to identify, formulate, and solve computer 

engineering technology problems, including the specification, 

design, implementation, and operation of systems and 

components, that meet performance, and quality requirements in 

a timely manner; 

   

(2) an ability to design, conduct, and interpret experiments 

including applying the results to verify the system;  
   

(3) an ability to function effectively on teams;    

(4) an understanding of professional, ethical and social 

responsibility; 
   

(5) a recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in, life-

long learning. 
   

(6) the ability to apply mathematics including differential and 

integral calculus, probability, and discrete mathematics to 

hardware and software problems; 

   

(7) mastery of the techniques skills, and knowledge appropriate 

to the degree program, with depth in at least two sub disciplines 

(microprocessors, ASICs, software, computer architecture) of the 

computer engineering technology program; 

   

(8) an ability to use applied engineering tools, techniques, and 

skills including computer-based tools for design, analysis and 

simulation; 

   

(9) an ability to design, fabricate and test systems containing 

hardware and software components; as well as to analyze and 

interpret test results in order to improve the system; 

   

(10) an ability to convey technical material through oral 

presentation and interaction with an audience; 
   

(11) an ability to convey technical material through written 

reports which satisfy accepted standards for writing style; 
   

(12) an ability to improve system design with regard to quality 

and project management  
   

Table 1. BS Program Assessment Cycle 
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CET AS Program Assessment Plan – 2010-11 

Learning Outcome 
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(1) an ability to identify, formulate, and solve computer 

engineering technology problems, including the test, 

implementation, and operation of systems and components, 

that meet performance and quality requirements in a timely 

manner; 

   

(2) an ability to design, conduct, and interpret experiments 

including applying the results to verify a system; 
   

(3) an ability to function effectively on teams;    

(4) an understanding of professional, ethical and social 

responsibility; 
   

(5) a recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in, 

life-long learning; 
   

(6) the ability to apply mathematics including differential and 

integral calculus and discrete mathematics to hardware and 

software problems; 
   

(7) an ability to use applied engineering tools, techniques, and 

skills including computer-based tools for analysis, simulation, 

and testing; 

   

(8) an ability to fabricate and test engineering systems 

containing hardware and software components; 
   

 (9) an ability to convey technical material through oral 

presentation and interaction with an audience; 
   

(10) an ability to convey technical material through written 

reports which satisfy accepted standards for writing style 
   

Table 2. AE Program Assessment Cycle 

 

 

 



 7 

IV. Summary of 2010-11 Assessment Results 

 

During the 2010-11 academic year, the program faculty assessed four student learning outcomes 

as summarized below.  These outcomes are mapped to the CET curriculum in Appendix A.  

Additional information can be found in department assessment records. 

 

Student Learning Outcome #1 (B.S. degree): an ability to identify, formulate, and solve 

computer engineering technology problems, including the specification, design, implementation, 

and operation of systems and components, that meet performance, and quality requirements in a 

timely manner. 

Student Learning Outcome #1 (A.E. degree): an ability to identify, formulate, and solve 

computer engineering technology problems, including the test, implementation, and operation of 

systems and components, that meet performance and quality requirements in a timely manner. 

 

Direct Assessment #1 

Data Collection Date:   11/10/10 

Coordinator:   Phong Nguyen 

 

Students in CST 162 were given a set of specifications to a digital logic design problem. They 

are next required to follow a specific method to come up with a design which they are to 

implement using gates. At the end, the students are asked to put in one set of test vectors to 

partially check the functionality of the design. Student work was assessed in each of the  

performance criteria as defined in the problem solving rubric. Results are shown in Table 3. 

 

Performance Criteria Measurement Scale Minimum 

Acceptable 

Performance 

Results 

Understanding 

Specifications 

Number Scoring 

Excellent or Good 

70% 74.3% (26 / 35) 

Plan to Solve “ “ 74.3% (26 / 35) 

Carry out Plan “ “ 71.4% (25 / 35) 

Evaluating “ “ 82.9% (29 / 35) 

Solution “ “ 82.9% (29 / 35) 

Table 3. Results for AE SLO 1, CST 162, fall 2010 

 

Evaluation 11/12/10: Students exceeded expectations. 

 

Actions 11/12/10: No actions are needed at this time. 

 

Direct Assessment #2 

Data Collection Date:   Winter 2011 

Coordinator:   Ralph Carestia 

 

Students in CST 231 were given were given a serial adder structure and were to write the Verilog 

code for the design.  They were evaluated with a problem solving rubric in the following 

categories: understanding of the problem, information gathering, developing a plan to solve 
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(hierarchical structure), an ability to implement, evaluation of results, and correctness of answer.  

Results are shown in Table 4. 

 

Performance Criteria Measurement Scale Minimum 

Acceptable 

Performance 

Results 

Understanding 

Specifications 

Number Scoring 

Excellent or Good 

70% 100% (15 / 15) 

Info Gathering “ “ 100% (15 / 15) 

Plan to Solve “ “ 86.7% (13 / 15) 

Carry out Plan “ “ 80.0% (12 / 15) 

Evaluating “ “ 73.3% (11 / 15) 

Solution “ “ 80.0% (12 / 15) 

Table 4. Results for AE SLO 1, CST 231, winter 2011 

 

Evaluation 05/17/11: Students exceeded expectations. 

 

Actions 05/18/11: No actions are needed at this time. 

 

Direct Assessment #3 

Data Collection Date:   Spring 2011 

Coordinator:   Ralph Carestia 

 

Students in CST 351 were given were given a handshaking protocol problem on an exam and 

were to write the Verilog code for the design.  They were to synthesize the design with the 

Mentor Graphics Precision CAE tool, analyze the results and simulate with Modelsim. They 

were evaluated with a problem solving rubric in the following categories: understanding of the 

problem, information gathering, developing a plan to solve (hierarchical structure), an ability to 

implement, evaluation of results, and correctness of answer.  Results are shown in Table 5. 

 

Performance Criteria Measurement Scale Minimum 

Acceptable 

Performance 

Results 

Understanding 

Specifications 

Number Scoring 

Excellent or Good 

70% 100% (8 / 8) 

Info Gathering “ “ 87.5% (7 / 8) 

Plan to Solve “ “ 75.0% (6 / 8) 

Carry out Plan “ “ 62.5% (5 / 8) 

Evaluating “ “ 62.5% (5 / 8) 

Solution “ “ 75.0% (6 / 8) 

Table 5. Results for BS SLO 1, CST 351, spring 2011 

 

Evaluation June 2011: Students exceeded expectations except in carrying out the plan and 

evaluating the results. 

 



 9 

Actions June 2011: Since expectations were met in the main performance criteria of obtaining a 

correct solution (also since the data set is small, and the other direct evaluations for this PSLO 

indicate no concerns) these deficiencies are not major. However, more homework problems will 

be given to improve student skills in the problem solving process areas of carrying out the plan 

and evaluating results but this objective will not need to be revisited until the next regular 

assessment cycle. 

 

Student Learning Outcome #5 (B.S. and A.E. degrees): a recognition of the need for, and 

an ability to engage in, life-long learning. 

 

Direct Assessment #1 

Data Collection Date:   Fall term 2010 

Coordinator:   Jim Long 

 

Students in CST 415 were asked to write an essay related to the need for life-long learning and 

ways to obtain continuing education and professional development. The essays were evaluated 

based on the OIT lifelong learning rubric. Results for seniors are summarized in Table 6. 

 

Performance Criteria Measurement Scale Minimum 

Acceptable 

Performance 

Results 

Need for Lifelong Learning Number Scoring 

Proficient or Highly 

Proficient 

70% 100% (7 / 7) 

Advantages of Professional 

societies and organizations 

“ “ 71.4% (5 / 7) 

Credentials “ “ 42.9% (3 / 7) 

Continuing education “ “ 57.1% (4 / 7) 

Short and long-term career 

plans 

“ “ 57.1% (4 / 7) 

Table 6. Results for BS SLO 5, CST 415, fall 2010 

 

Evaluation 4/6/11: Students failed to meet expectations in the Credentials, Continuing Education 

and Short and Long term career plans performance criteria. 

 

Actions 5/18/11:  Since credentials are not essential to the careers our students pursue, we have 

not presented students much information related to available credentials. Another problem is that 

the only information formally presented related to life-long learning is presented in the freshman 

year, and information not essential to them will not likely persist very long. At lot of students do 

not plan to pursue advanced degrees, and therefore were not aware of the steps needed to carry 

this out. Faculty plan to add an assignment or two on credentials, continuing education and short 

and long term career plans in CST 105. Assessment will determine how well students retain this 

information. We plan to assess this again following the regular assessment cycle. 
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Direct Assessment #2 

Data Collection Date:   Fall term 2010 

Coordinator:   Claude Kansaku 

 

Students in CST 204 were asked to write an essay related to the need for life-long learning and 

ways to obtain continuing education and professional development. The essays were evaluated 

based on the OIT lifelong learning rubric. Results for sophomores are summarized in Table 7. 

 

Performance Criteria Measurement Scale Minimum 

Acceptable 

Performance 

Results 

Need for Lifelong Learning Number Scoring 

Proficient or Highly 

Proficient 

70% 81.8% (9/11) 

Advantages of Professional 

societies and organizations 

“ “ 54.5% (6/11) 

Credentials “ “ 0% (0 / 11) 

Continuing education “ “ 0% (0 / 11) 

Short and long-term career 

plans 

“ “ 36.4% (4 / 11) 

Table 7. Results for AE SLO 5, fall 2010 

 

Evaluation 5/17/11: The sophomores failed to meet expectations in the Credentials, Continuing 

Education and Short and Long term career plans performance criteria. They also failed to 

recognize the advantages of professional societies and organizations. 

 

Actions 5/18/11: These results confirm what was determined in the assessment in this area with 

the seniors (see above). We plan to add an assignment or two on credentials, continuing 

education and short and long term career plans in CST 105. Assessment will determine how well 

students retain this information. We plan to assess this again following the regular assessment 

cycle. 

 

Student Learning Outcome #10 (B.S. degree), #9 (A.E. degree): an ability to convey 

technical material through oral presentation and interaction with an audience. 

 

Direct Assessment #1 

Data Collection Date:   Fall term 2010 

Coordinator:   Phong Nguyen 

 

Students in CST 371 Junior project were asked to make oral presentations related to their 

projects. The presentations were evaluated based on the OIT Public Speaking rubric. The results 

are summarized in Table 8. 
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Performance Criteria Measurement Scale Minimum 

Acceptable 

Performance 

Results 

Content (appropriate and 

attributed sources) 

Number Scoring 

Proficient or Highly 

Proficient 

70% 100% (10/10) 

Organization “ “ 100% (10/10) 

Style “ “ 60.0% (6 /10) 

Delivery “ “ 80.0% (8 /10) 

Visuals “ “ 70.0% (7/10) 

Table 8. Results for BS SLO 10, CST 371, fall 2010 

 

Evaluation 4/6/11: Students met or exceeded expectations in all criteria except style mainly due 

to the presentation not meeting the time constraint. While students could probably manage time 

constraints individually, the group dynamic led to going over time. 

 

Actions 6/3/11:  We will emphasize sticking to time constraints and that students to practice their 

presentations ahead of time, making sure to adjust their presentations as needed. We will check 

meeting time constraints in 2011/12.  

 

Direct Assessment #2 

Data Collection Date:   Winter term 2011 

Coordinator:   Ralph Carestia 

 

The development and presentation of the results of the design stages and engineering design 

process within the student Senior Design Project in the CSET department, which is referred to as 

the capstone design courses in the CET program.  Assessment of this outcome was performed by 

faculty from both the Communications Department and the CSET faculty. The presentations 

were evaluated based on a score sheet. The results are summarized in Table 9. 

 

Performance Criteria Measurement Scale Minimum 

Acceptable 

Performance 

Results 

Preparation Number Scoring 

Excellent or Good 

70% 83.3% (5/6) 

Knowledge “ “ 83.3% (5/6) 

Organization “ “ 83.3% (5/6) 

Delivery “ “ 75.0% (4/6) 

Graphics “ “ 83.3% (5/6) 

Elocution “ “ 83.3% (5/6) 

Table 9. Results for BS SLO 10, Senior Design Project, winter 2011 

 

Evaluation 5/18/11: Students exceeded expectations in all performance criteria. Most of the 

students had completed the SPE321 - Small Group/Team Communications class prior to taking 
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this Class – this may have contributed to an improvement from the previous assessment of this 

PSLO. 

 

Actions 6/3/11:  No actions need to be taken as a result of this assessment. 

 

Student Learning Outcome #11 (B.S. degree), #10 (A.E. degree): an ability to convey 

technical material through written reports which satisfy accepted standards for writing 

style. 

 

Direct Assessment #1 

Data Collection Date:   Fall term 2010 

Coordinator:   Jim Long 

 

Students in CST 415 were asked to write an essay related to the need for life-long learning and 

ways to obtain continuing education and professional development. The essays were evaluated 

based on the OIT Essay rubric, and the results were submitted to the campus wide assessment 

commission for ISLO assessment. Results for our seniors are summarized in Table 10. 

 

Performance Criteria Measurement Scale Minimum 

Acceptable 

Performance 

Results 

Purpose and Ideas Number Scoring 

Proficient or Highly Proficient 

70% 100% (7 / 7) 

Organization “ “ 57.1% (4 / 7) 

Support “ “ 85.7 (6 / 7) 

Style “ “ 100% (7 / 7) 

Conventions “ “ 71.4% (5 / 7) 

Documentation “ “ 42.9% (3 / 7) 

Table 10. Results for BS SLO 11, CST 415, fall 2010 

 

Evaluation 4/6/11:  Students failed to meet expectations in the performance criteria areas of 

Organization and Documentation. This was probably due to the nature of the assessment being a 

somewhat artificial assessment (not directly related to the class).  

 

Actions 6/8/11:  Campus wide, students completing this assessment did not meet expectations on 

the Documentation criterion. So this deficiency will be addressed by the communications 

department in required writing classes. Next time we will need to choose an assessment vehicle 

that is more directly related to required class work. 

 

Direct Assessment #2 

Data Collection Date:   Winter term 2011 

Coordinator:   Claude Kansaku 

 

Students in CST 204 were asked to write an essay related to the need for life-long learning and 

ways to obtain continuing education and professional development. The essays were evaluated 

based on the OIT Essay rubric. Results for the sophomores are summarized in Table 11. 
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Performance Criteria Measurement Scale Minimum 

Acceptable 

Performance 

Results 

Purpose and Ideas Number Scoring 

Proficient or Highly Proficient 

70% 100% (11 / 11) 

Organization “ “ 100% (11 / 11) 

Support “ “ 0% (0 / 11) 

Style “ “ 81.8% (9 / 11) 

Conventions “ “ 81.8% (9 / 11) 

Documentation “ “ 18.2% (2 / 11) 

Table 11. Results for AE SLO 10, CST 204, winter 2011 

 

Evaluation 5/17/11:  Students failed to meet expectations in the performance criteria areas of 

Support and Documentation. This was probably at least somewhat due to the nature of the 

assessment being an artificial assignment (not directly related to the class). 

 

Actions 6/8/11:  Campus wide, students completing this assessment did not meet expectations on 

the Documentation criterion. So this deficiency will be addressed by the communications 

department in required writing classes. Next time we will need to choose an assessment vehicle 

that is more directly related to required class work. 

 

Direct Assessment #3 

Data Collection Date:   Spring 2010 

Coordinator:   Ralph Carestia 

 

Students in CST 451/461 are required to prepare a written final report for their senior projects. 

These reports were evaluated fall term 2010 (and over Winter and Spring terms as students 

finished incompletes and the reports came in) using CSET’s Written Reports rubric. The results 

are shown in Table 12. 

 

Performance Criteria Measurement Scale Minimum 

Acceptable 

Performance 

Results 

Introduction Number Scoring 

Proficient or Highly Proficient 

70% 93.3% (14/15) 

Research “ “ 86.7% (13/15) 

Purpose/Problem “ “ 86.7% (13/15) 

Procedure “ “ 73.3% (11/15) 

Data and Results “ “ 66.7% (10/15) 

Conclusion “ “ 66.7% (10/15) 

Grammar and Spelling “ “ 86.7% (13/15) 

Attractiveness “ “ 80.0% (12/15) 

Timeliness “ “ 53.3% (8/15) 

Table 12. Results for BS SLO 11, CST 451/461, spring 2010 
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Evaluation 6/7/11:  Areas that were at expected levels included introduction, research, problem 

statement, grammar and purpose. Thus it appears that seniors have the ability to gather 

information and analyze it.  Areas that were of concern included data and results, obtaining an 

adequate conclusion, and timeliness. These results were below the expected level because there 

were some minor inaccuracies and students did not explain their findings adequately in their final 

reports. Students were instructed to make this an ongoing report from the time they submitted 

their specification and were given three weeks after the project was completed to submit a final 

report. Timeliness was the biggest issue here.  Some reports were submitted months after the 

completion of the project, and 1/3 of the class was two or more weeks late. They were able to 

understand and interpret the information they found, however they lacked the ability to organize 

it into optimal solutions without some trial and error. Most reports were ring bound and were 

good-looking. 

 

Actions 6/8/11:  Students seemed unaware on how to draw or write conclusions. This also 

correlates with the poor senior scores on organization in direct assessment #1 above. The 

professor plans to rewrite the final report expectations document to draw more attention to data 

and results and analysis and conclusions.  While timeliness was assessed it was not directly 

related to a writing assessment but we will continue to emphasize the professional aspects of 

completing projects on time.  We will asses this on the next regular cycle. One reason for this 

delay is there will be a relatively small number of students available to assess in 2011/12 

(potentially only 4). 

 

V.  Summary of Student Learning 

 

Student Learning Outcome #1 (B.S. degree): an ability to identify, formulate, and solve 

computer engineering technology problems, including the specification, design, implementation, 

and operation of systems and components, that meet performance, and quality requirements in a 

timely manner. 

Student Learning Outcome #1 (A.E. degree): an ability to identify, formulate, and solve 

computer engineering technology problems, including the test, implementation, and operation of 

systems and components, that meet performance and quality requirements in a timely manner. 

 

Both Sophomores and Seniors demonstrated that they were capable of solving computer 

engineering technology problems. However, seniors in CST 351 were somewhat deficient in 

some of the process steps leading to the solution, so more homework problems will be given to 

improve student skills in the problem solving process areas of carrying out the plan and 

evaluating results. 

 

Student Learning Outcome #5 (B.S. and A.E. degrees): a recognition of the need for, and an 

ability to engage in, life-long learning. 

 

Both Sophomores and Seniors demonstrated that they clearly understand the need for lifelong 

learning, but they are weak in their knowledge related to how to go about satisfying this need. 

We plan to add an assignment or two on credentials, continuing education and short and long 

term career plans in CST 105.  
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Student Learning Outcome #10 (B.S. degree), #9 (A.E. degree): an ability to convey technical 

material through oral presentation and interaction with an audience. 

 

Both juniors and seniors exceeded expectations related to oral presentations. The only weakness 

was for juniors in the style criterion. This was related to their inability to stick to time limits. The 

junior oral presentation used in the assessment was a team based presentation, and students in the 

group weren’t able to manage the group dynamic related to presentation timing. Faculty will 

emphasize sticking to time constraints and that students need to practice their presentations 

ahead of time, making sure to adjust their presentations as needed. We will check meeting time 

constraints in junior project presentations again in 2011/12. 

 

Student Learning Outcome #11 (B.S. degree), #10 (A.E. degree): an ability to convey 

technical material through written reports which satisfy accepted standards for writing style. 

 

Both sophomores and seniors did poorly on the campus wide ISLO assessment related to this 

SLO in areas of organization, support and documentation. The assessment may have been 

somewhat artificial in that the assignment it was based on was not directly related to the class. 

Campus wide, students did poorly on documentation, so this will be addressed by 

communications faculty in writing classes. In the one assessment where the writing was class 

related (senior project report), students were marginally weak on data and results and on drawing 

conclusions which parallel the results on documentation and organization from the other 

assessments. Improvements made by communications faculty, along with improvements made in 

senior project -- the professor plans to rewrite the final report expectations document to draw 

more attention to data and results and analysis and conclusions – should address these 

deficiencies. 

 

VI. Changes Resulting from Assessment 

 

No changes made as a result of the previous years assessments were assessed this year, and next 

year is the first year that the assessment cycle will begin to repeat, so there are no changes 

resulting from assessment to report at this time. 



 16 

Appendix A: SLO Curriculum Maps 
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im
p
ro

v
e 

(1
0
) o

ral 

p
resen

tatio
n

 

(1
1
) w

ritten
 

p
resen

tatio
n

 

(1
2
) q

u
ality

, p
ro

j. 

m
an

ag
e 

Freshman Year Eval. Cycle  Y1 Y2 Y1 Y3 Y2 Y1 Y3 Y2 Y1 Y3 Y2 Y3 

CST 102 Intro to Comp ET M M M M     M  M  

CST 162 Intro to Digital Logic H M    M       

MATH 111  College Algebra             

WRI 121  English Comp             

              

CST 116  C++ Prog I             

CST 130 Computer Org      M       

MATH 112  Trigonometry             

WRI 122 English Comp             

              

CST 126  C++ Prog II             

CST 131  Comp Arch      M       

MATH 251  Diff Calculus      M       

SPE 111 Fund of Speech          M   

SSC  SS Elective             

Sophomore Year             

CST 250 Assembly Lang              

MATH 252 Integral Calculus      M       

PSY 201 Psychology             

WRI 227 Tech Report           M  

CST 133 Dig Elec II – Seq w HDL      M   M    

              

CST 204  Intro to controllers       M  M M    

EE 221 DC & 1
st
 Ord Trans             

CST 231/2  Comp Des w/PLD  M H   M M  M H    

MATH 

254N 

Vector Calc      H       

              

CST 240  Unix M M    M M M M    

EE 223 AC & 2
nd

 Ord Trans             

SPE 321 Team Comm   M       H   

HUM Hum Elective             

MATH Math Elective      H       



 17 

Outcome Assessment Points, BS 

Program 

  continued 

(1
) p

ro
b
lem

 

so
lv

in
g

 

(2
) ex

p
erim

en
t 

(3
) team

w
o
rk

 

(4
) eth

ical / 

so
cial resp

. 

(5
) life-lo

n
g
 

learn
in

g
 

(6
) calc, p

ro
b
, 

d
iscrete 

(7
) m

aster sk
ills 

+
 k

n
o
w

led
g
e 

(8
) d

esig
n
, 

an
aly

sis, sim
. 

(9
) d

esig
n
, fab

, 

test, im
p
ro

v
e 

(1
0
) o

ral 

p
resen

tatio
n

 

(1
1
) w

ritten
 

p
resen

tatio
n

 

(1
2
) q

u
ality

, 

p
ro

j. m
an

ag
e 

Junior Year  Eval. Cycle  Y1 Y2 Y1 Y3 Y2 Y1 Y3 Y2 Y1 Y3 Y2 Y3 

EE 321 Intro Amp & Semi             

CST 335  I/O Interfacing  M M M  M    M    

CST 371  Embedded Sys Dev I H M H  M   H M H H M 

PHY 221  Physics w/Calculus             

              

CST 321  Intro to proc  M M    M M M M  H  

CST 372  Embedded Sys Dev II H M H  M M M H H M M M 

PHY 222  Physics w/Calculus             

WRI 327  Adv Tech Writing           H  

              

CST 331  Microproc Interface M M    M M M M  M  

CST 351  Advanced PLDs H H  M M  M H M   M 

CST 373  Embedded Sys Dev III H H H M H M M M H H H H 

PHY 223  Physics w/Calculus             

HUM Hum Elective    M         

              

Senior Year             

BUS 304  Engr Management    M         

CST 344 Intermediate Arch M   M  M M M M    

CST 441  Logic Synth w VHDL H H  M M  H H M    

CST 418  Data Comm & Net M    M H       

CST xxx  Tech Elective     M        

              

CST 442  Advanced Arch. M    M H H M M    

CST 451  ASIC Des using FPGAs  H H  M M  H M H H H M 

SSC SS Elective     M         

IMGT 345 Engr Economy    M        M 

              

CST 464 RISC-Based proc  M M M  M  M M M    

CST 461  Adv Topics in VLSI M H    M H H   M  

PSY 347 Org Behavior    M         

HUM Hum Elective    M         
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Outcome Assessment Points, AE Progam 

 

H = Highly assessable 

M = Weakly assessable 

blank = Low to not assessable 

(1
) p

ro
b
lem

 

so
lv

in
g

 

(2
) ex

p
erim

en
t 

(3
) team

w
o
rk

 

(4
) eth

ical / 

so
cial resp

. 

(5
) life-lo

n
g
 

learn
in

g
 

(6
) calc, d

iscrete 

(7
), an

aly
sis, 

sim
. test 

(8
) fab

ricate, test 

(9
) o

ral 

p
resen

tatio
n

 

(1
0
) w

ritten
 

p
resen

tatio
n

 

Freshman Year Eval. Cycle  Y1 Y2 Y1 Y3 Y2 Y1 Y2 Y1 Y3 Y2 

CST 102 Intro to Computer Eng. 

Tech. 

M M M     M  M 

CST 162  Intro to Digital Logic H M    M     

MATH 111  College Algebra           

WRI 121  English Composition           

            

CST 116  C++ Programming I           

CST 130 Computer Organization      M     

MATH 112  Trigonometry           

WRI 122 English Composition           

            

CST 126  C++ Programming II           

CST 131  Computer Architecture      M     

MATH 251  Differential Calculus      M     

SPE 111 Fundamentals of Speech         M M 

SSC  Social Science Elective           

Sophomore Year           

CST 250 Computer Assembly Language            

MATH 252 Integral Calculus      M     

PSY 201 Psychology           

WRI 227 Technical Report Writing          M 

CST 133 Dig. Elec. II – Seq. Logic w 

HDL 

     M     

            

CST 204  Introduction to controllers       M     

EE 221 Circ. I – DC & 1
st
 Order Trans.           

CST 231  Computer Design w/PLD  M H   M M M H   

CST 232  Comp. Design w/PLD Lab H H   M M M H   

PHY 221  General Physics w/Calculus           

            

CST 240  Unix H M    M M M  M 

EE 223 Circ. II – AC & 2
nd

 Order Trans.           

PHY 222  General Physics w/Calculus           

HUM Humanities Elective    M       

CST xxx  Technical Elective**     M      

  


